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FERMILAB-Conf-94/090-AApril 18, 1994THE STANDARD COSMOLOGY�JOSHUA A. FRIEMANNASA/Fermilab Astrophysics CenterFermi National Accelerator LaboratoryBatavia, IL 60510 USADepartment of Astronomy and AstrophysicsUniversity of ChicagoChicago, IL 60637ABSTRACTThese lectures provide an introductory review of big bang cosmology. Idiscuss the expanding Friedmann-Robertson-Walker universe, summarizingthe observational evidence which has led to its adoption as the `standard'cosmological model and reviewing its basic properties. Subsequent lecturesprovide an overview of the early universe. The �nal lectures give an intro-duction to the inationary universe, beginning with the motivating puzzlesof the standard cosmology (the horizon and atness problems) and end-ing with the inationary production of quantum �eld uctuations and theirpossible role in seeding the large-scale structure of the Universe.1. IntroductionIn the late 1970's and early 1980's, theoretical cosmology underwent a renais-sance: extrapolating concepts from particle physics, in particular the standard elec-troweak gauge theory, to very high energies, a framework emerged in which onecould meaningfully speculate about the evolution of the very early universe. Thismarriage of particle physics and cosmology led to a number of remarkable develop-ments, including models for the generation of the baryon asymmetry, the ination-ary scenario, the notion that topological defects could be created in cosmologicalphase transitions, and predictions for non-baryonic particle dark matter, to namejust a few.In recent years, observational cosmology has been undergoing its own rebirth.There has been an explosion of information on the large-scale clustering of galaxies�Based upon lectures given at TASI '93 (Boulder, CO, June 1993) and at Baksan InternationalSchool of Particles and Cosmology (Baksan, Kabardino-Bulkaria, Russia, April 1993)1



from redshift, peculiar velocity, and photometric surveys gathered by ground-basedtelescopes (see the lectures by Kirshner in this volume). Studies of rich clusters ofgalaxies via their gravitational lensing e�ects as well as X-ray emission from hotintracluster gas have started to provide new clues to the distribution of dark matter.In addition, the recent detection of large-angle anisotropies in the cosmic microwavebackground radiation by the COBE satellite provides the �rst probe of structureon very large scales, while a series of anisotropy experiments on smaller scales nowhave tantalizing results. On the scale of the universe itself, there has been steadyprogress in attempts to measure the cosmological parameters (in particular, the age,expansion rate, and mean density) as well as the light element abundances moreprecisely (see the lectures by Schramm and Walker).As a consequence of these observational advances, cosmology is becoming data-driven in an unprecedented way: theorists no longer have the luxury of untetheredspeculation, but must now confront their models with an impressive array of ob-servations. There is still debate about the reliability and interpretation of muchof the data, but we are de�nitely entering the `scienti�c' age of cosmology: thosetheories which are su�ciently worked out are becoming increasingly falsi�able andmany will stand or fall in the coming years. This is a very healthy developmentfor the �eld. It is safe to say that at present the big bang framework for the large-scale evolution of the universe remains healthy, but that we still lack a standard,tested model for the origin and evolution of structure within this framework (seethe lectures by Scherrer on structure formation).In these introductory lectures, I cover only a very small portion of the manytopics of recent interest in cosmology. The �rst chapters provide a general overviewof the standard cosmology, the hot big bang model, focusing on its kinematics anddynamics, the observational evidence in its favor, and the current status of mea-surements of the global cosmological parameters. Subsequent chapters review theearly universe, exploring aspects of the cosmic microwave background radiation andparticle relics. The �nal section presents a brief introduction to the inationary sce-nario for the very early universe and some of its observational implications. Theinationary scenario has not yet received the empirical backing to justify its inclu-sion in the `standard' cosmological model; it is discussed here because it neverthelessprovides a compelling theoretical framework for the very early universe, one whichshould be tested by observations in coming years.Readers wishing to delve more fully into these topics would do well to moveon to two textbooks which cover them in substantial detail: Principles of PhysicalCosmology, by P. J. E. Peebles1, and The Early Universe, by E. W. Kolb and M. S.Turner2.Before plunging in, I note that the appendix contains a brief discursion onnotation and units. 2



2. The Standard Cosmology2.1. Homogeneity, Isotropy, and the Cosmological PrincipleThe standard hot Big Bang model, based on the homogeneous and isotropicFriedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) spacetimes, is a remarkably successful oper-ating hypothesis describing the evolution of the Universe on the largest scales. Itprovides a framework for such observations as the Hubble law of recession of galax-ies, interpreted in terms of the expansion of the universe; the abundances of the lightelements, in excellent agreement with the predictions of primordial nucleosynthesis;and the thermal spectrum and angular isotropy of the cosmic microwave backgroundradiation (CMBR), as expected from a hot, dense early phase of expansion.While homogeneity and isotropy are, strictly speaking, assumptions of the model,they rest on a strong and growing foundation of observational support. The evi-dence for angular isotropy on large scales comes from the smallness of the CMBRlarge-angle anisotropy detected by COBE 3 and FIRS 4 (the quadrupole anisotropydetected in the �rst year of COBE data is (�T=T )l=2 ' 5�10�6), from the isotropyof radiation backgrounds at other wavelengths, as well as from the isotropy of deepgalaxy and radio source counts. Note that these di�erent sources carry informationabout quite disparate scales and types of matter in the Universe. For example,the APM5 and EDSGC6 surveys measured the angular positions of more than onemillion galaxies over an area covering about 10 % of the southern sky out to ane�ective depth of roughly 600 h�1 Mpc. The galaxy surveys give us informationabout the local distribution of luminous matter in the universe. On the other hand,through the Sachs-Wolfe e�ect, the large-angle CMBR measurements directly probethe gravitational potential over length scales of order 6000 h�1 Mpc, and are thussensitive to the mass distribution itself { the distinction is important to keep inmind, since the evidence for dark matter should lead us to be wary about identify-ing the distribution of light with that of mass. We will return to the CMBR belowand �rst focus on the galaxy distribution.In a survey of galaxy angular positions to some limiting apparent brightness,the joint probability of �nding two galaxies in elements of solid angle d
1 and d
2separated by an angle � is given bydP = N2d
1d
2[1 + wgg(�)] ; (2:1)where N is the mean surface density of galaxies in the survey and wgg(�), thegalaxy two-point angular correlation function, measures the excess probability overrandom of �nding a galaxy pair with this separation. If galaxies are distributedisotropically on large scales, we should �nd wgg(�) ! 0 at large angles, and thecorrelation function should scale in a de�nite way with survey depth, both of whichare observed. The APM data for wgg are shown in Fig. 1 (from5). The correlationfunction is a power law, wgg(�) � ��0:67 for � <� 1o, but breaks below this power lawat � � 3o; for � >� 6o, jwgg(�)j <� 5�10�4 and becomes lost in the noise. This behavior3



Figure 1: Galaxy angular correlation function wgg(�) measured in the APM survey,for galaxies in the apparent magnitude interval 17 < bJ < 20.implies that the variance in the number of galaxies in a patch of �xed angular sizebecomes small for large patch size: in other words, averaged over su�cently largeangular scales, we see roughly the same number of galaxies (brighter than a �xedlimit) per steradian in di�erent parts of the sky.Evidence for large-scale homogeneity comes in part from galaxy redshift surveys.However, compared to the angular photometric surveys, which currently give two-dimensional information for several million galaxies, currently complete redshiftsurveys yield three-dimensional information for typically several thousand galaxiesin a more local neighborhood. In the redshift surveys, one can verify directly thatthe rms uctuations in the spatial number density of galaxies become small whenaveraged over large enough scales. For example, in the full-sky surveys selected frominfrared sources in the IRAS catalog (the 1.2 Jy survey of Fisher, etal.7 and the 1-in-6 QDOT survey of Efstathiou, etal.8 shown in Fig. 2), the rms uctuation in thenumber of galaxies in cubical volumes of side L = 60h�1 Mpc is of order �Ngal=Ngal '0:2 and decreases with increasing cell volume. This approach to homogeneity isroughly consistent with that seen in the much deeper (but two-dimensional) angularsurveys. [In fact, the approach to homogeneity as a function of increasing scaleobserved in Fig. 1 is somewhat more gradual than was expected in the popularcold dark matter model for galaxy formation{this is the famous problem of extralarge-scale power, which we will comment upon later.] Larger structures such assuperclusters, great attractors, great voids, and long �laments do exist, and have4



Figure 2: An equal-area projection of the IRAS-QDOT galaxies (open circles) atdistances in the range 20� 500h�1 Mpc. Solid squares are regions not surveyed, andthe black band is an excluded region encompassing the Galactic disk (from ref.10).received considerable attention. Of particular note in this regard was the discoveryof the Great Wall, extending roughly 170� 60� 5h�3 Mpc3, by Geller and Huchra9in the Center for Astrophysics (CfA) survey extension. But in a statistical sense,the net uctuations in galaxy number become small on the largest scales where theyhave been reliably counted in large-area redshift surveys. This is consistent withthe visual impression from Fig. 2.This trend is con�rmed by the visual appearance of large-scale structure in theongoing Las Campanas redshift survey11: going considerably deeper than the CfAsurvey, they do not �nd evidence for coherent structures larger than the GreatWall. The Las Campanas survey uses a multi�ber spectrograph to simultaneouslymeasure many redshifts in the same �eld, an ingenious technological developmentwhich makes possible the extension of complete large-area redshift surveys to greaterdepths in a �nite survey time. Advances in multi-�ber spectroscopy will be furtherexploited by the Sloan Digital Sky Survey, which aims to measure one million galaxyredshifts over a contiguous area of � sr in the northern sky. This survey will usea 600-�ber spectrograph to accumulate redshifts at an unprecedented rate. A con-current photometric survey will measure angular positions for roughly 50 milliongalaxies.From the CMBR and galaxy observations discussed above, we infer that onlarge scales the universe appears to be distributed in a statistically homogeneousand isotropic way around us. To step from this evidence to a cosmological model,we must add to it a further assumption, because we observe the universe from onlya single vantage point and have direct information only about conditions on ourpast light cone. This assumption, often called the Copernican Principle, states thatwe do not occupy a special position in the Universe: the conditions we observe aretypical of those seen by observers on distant galaxies. By itself, the CopernicanPrinciple would allow a large range of permissible cosmological models, e.g., an5



inhomogeneous fractal universe with self-similar structure on all scales, or homo-geneous models with anisotropic expansion in di�erent directions. However, whencombined with the observations of isotropy above, the Copernican principle becomesquite powerful, for it implies that the Universe should appear isotropic about everypoint. By a straightforward geometric argument, isotropy about every point (ormore precisely, about every local fundamental observer comoving with the cosmicuid) in turn implies that the Universe is spatially homogeneous, i.e., that thereexist spacelike 3-surfaces of uniform energy-momentum which evolve according to auniversal time t. This more general assumption of global homogeneity and isotropyis called the Cosmological Principle, a symmetry principle that is the foundationof the standard cosmology.At this point, one is naturally tempted to ask why the universe should have suchstrong symmetries of isotropy and homogeneity. The attempt to provide a dynam-ical answer to this question is one of the motivating forces behind the inationaryscenario, which we shall discuss later on. For now, we will adopt the cosmologicalprinciple as a working hypothesis and explore some of its consequences.2.2. Hubble's Law and Particle KinematicsThe cosmological principle leads directly to Hubble's law of the expanding uni-verse. Consider a triangle formed by three fundamental observers (each of whomde�nes the local cosmic rest frame) at some initial time. If the universe remainshomogeneous and isotropic over time, then the triangle at all later times must besimilar to the original one: the length of each side scales up by the same factor a(t).Extending this argument to all other fundamental observers, we see that a(t) mustbe a universal scale factor, such that the distance `(t) between any two fundamentalobservers satis�es `(t) = `0a(t), where `0 is the initial separation. Then the relativespeed of one observer with respect to the other is given byv(t) = d`=dt = _a`0 = (_a=a)`(t) � H(t)`(t) : (2:2)Note that H is in general time-dependent, but for observers su�ciently nearbythat the light travel time `=c is small compared to the time over which H changesappreciably, we can replace H by its present value, H(t0) � H0, where subscript 0denotes the present epoch. Relation (2.2) then reproduces Hubble's observation in1929 that the recession speed of a galaxy is proportional to its distance from us.The proportionality constant, H0 = (_a=a)0, is now known as the Hubble parameter.A recent example of this is shown in Fig. 3, taken from ref.12: each circle indi-cates a cluster of galaxies, with distance estimated using the Tully-Fisher relationfor spiral galaxies and recession velocity inferred from the redshift (see below); thehorizontal error bars indicate the 1 � � spread in inferred distances for a numberof galaxies per cluster. The slope of the straight line �t to the points is H0 ' 80km/sec/Mpc; other methods of estimating H0 yield values in the range 40 - 100km/sec/Mpc, and it is conventional to write this as H0 = 100h km/sec/Mpc, with0:4 < h < 1. (The closed circles around 40 Mpc indicate clusters thought to be6



Figure 3: Hubble's law: galaxy recession speed is shown against distance inferredfrom the Tully-Fisher relation.falling into the Great Attractor region, an inhomogeneity that locally perturbs theHubble ow.)The cosmological principle, with eqn.(2.2), tells us about the kinematics of par-ticle motions in the universe. First consider non-relativistic particles. A massivefree particle passes a fundamental observer FO1 at time t with relative speed vp � c:since the FO is at rest with respect to the local uid, vp is the peculiar velocity ofthe particle with respect to the local rest frame. After a time interval dt, the par-ticle has moved a distance d` = vpdt and overtakes a second fundamental observerFO2, who has a speed dv = H(t)d` = Hvpdt relative to FO1. At that time, FO2measures the particle's peculiar velocity to be vp(t + dt) = vp(t) � dv. Thus, thepeculiar velocity satis�es the equation of motiondvpdt = �dvdt = �Hvp = �� _aa� vp : (2:3)The solution is vp / 1a ; (2:4)that is, in a homogeneous and isotropic universe, peculiar velocities decrease withthe expansion. Now consider a dilute non-relativistic gas in thermal equilibrium.By equipartition, the mean kinetic energy is mhv2i=2 = (3=2)kBTg, where Tg isthe gas temperature; by eqn.(2.4) the gas temperature satis�es Tg � v2 � a�2.This applies, for example, to baryons well after they decouple from the photonbackground (before decoupling, the baryon temperature is tied by scattering to thephoton temperature, which scales di�erently{see below).7



The same reasoning can be applied to study the evolution of relativistic particles.Consider a photon with initial frequency �(t) as measured by FO1. After the intervaldt, it has travelled a distance d` = cdt and passes FO2, who has a speed v = Hd` =Hcdt with respect to FO1. The photon frequency �(t+dt) observed by FO2 is givenby the �rst-order Doppler shift,d� = �(t + dt)� �(t) = �� vc = ��Hdt : (2:5)The frequency thus satis�es d�dt = �� _aa ; (2:6)with solution �(t) / 1a(t) : (2:7)The photon frequency is redshifted with the expansion, and its wavelength is stretchedwith the scale factor, �(t) � ��1 � a. For a photon gas in thermal equilibrium,the temperature thus scales inversely with the scale factor, Tr � hEri � � � a�1.Generalizing the argument, one �nds that the De Broglie wavelengths of all freeparticles follow the scale factor in this way. This leads us to de�ne the redshift z:1 + z(te) = �obs�em = a(t0)a(te) (2:8)is the ratio of the photon wavelength at emission (te) to its wavelength observed atthe present (t0). This expression holds more generally than this derivation suggests:it is valid even when the period ��1 is comparable to or longer than t (althoughits operational meaning is then less transparent). The redshift z thus plays severalroles: through the Doppler shift, it is a measure of recession velocity, v ' cz; throughthe Hubble law, it is a measure of distance, v = cz = H0`; and through eqn.(2.8),the redshift z(t) can be used to characterize a cosmological epoch t. The mostdistant objects directly observed are luminous quasars, which have been seen out toredshifts approaching z = 5. By comparison, the photons in the cosmic microwavebackground radiation were probably emitted (or, more precisely, last scattered) ata redshift z ' 1000.2.3. The Metric: Friedmann-Robertson-Walker ModelsIn the context of general relativity, the cosmological principle severely restrictsthe form of the spatial geometry: a uniform stress-energy momentum tensor impliesthat the constant-time 3-surfaces have uniform spatial curvature. The metric onsuch surfaces has the formds23 = a2(t) " dr21� kr2 + r2 �d�2 + sin2 �d�2�# ; (2:9)8



where a(t) is the global scale factor which describes the overall expansion or con-traction, r; �; � are the (�xed) comoving coordinates carried by the fundamentalobservers, and k = 0; 1;�1 is the sign of the spatial curvature. The case k = 0 cor-responds to at, Euclidean 3-space (R3) written in spherical coordinates, k = 1 cor-responds to the geometry of the three-sphere (S3), and k = �1 to the 3-hyperboloid(H3), the three-dimensional analogue of a hyperbolic saddle. Thus, models withk � 0 are spatially in�nite (open), while those with k = 1 are spatially �nite(closed). (Note that the apparent singularity at r = �1 for k = 1 is the usualcoordinate singularity at the poles of a sphere.) By homogeneity and isotropy, thefull spacetime metric then takes the Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) formds2 = gFRW�� dx�dx� = dt2 � ds23 ; (2:10)where t is proper time measured on the clocks carried by the fundamental comovingobservers.We can now be somewhat more precise about the assumption of homogeneity andisotropy: clearly this is meant to be taken in some average sense over large scales. Itis useful to think of this perturbatively: the actual spacetime metric can be writtenas the FRW metric plus a perturbation: g�� = gFRW�� + h��(x; t). In an appropriategauge, h00 satis�es an equation of motion analogous to the Newtonian potential�. Through the Sachs-Wolfe e�ect, the COBE observations roughly indicate that�T=T � � � h00 � 10�5 � gFRW00 = 1: the departure from the FRW metric on largescales is very small (at least in the chosen gauge). This argument extends to smallerscales as well: although galaxies represent highly non-linear condensations of themass density, their associated gravitational potential is small, � <� 10�4. Thus atleast when averaged over scales larger than individual galaxies, the perturbation tothe FRW spacetime metric associated with inhomogeneities is very small, and thehomogeneity assumption is an excellent �rst approximation.The FRWmodels are characterized by the global scale factor a(t), whose dynam-ics is determined by the matter content of the universe through Einstein's equations,R�� � 12g��R� �g�� = 8�GT�� : (2:11)Treating the matter as a perfect uid locally at rest, and using the FRW metric,these become the Friedmann equationsH2 � � _aa�2 = 8�G3 �� ka2 + �3 (2:12)and �aa = �4�G(�+ 3p)3 + �3 : (2:13)Here � = T00 is the mean energy density of matter, p = Tii is its pressure, and � is thecosmological constant, i.e., the e�ective contribution to the energy-momentum fromthe vacuum state. Although it follows from the Einstein equations, it is also useful9



to separately write down the energy-momentum conservation equation, r�T�� = 0,for the uid in the FRW universe,d�dt + 3H(p+ �) = 0 : (2:14)Observations suggest that the uid energy density of the universe is currentlydominated by non-relativistic matter (m), while the early universe was dominatedby ultrarelativistic particles, or radiation (r). Non-relativistic matter is also some-times called pressureless dust, because its uid pressure is dynamically negligible,pm � �mhv2i � �m : (2:15)In this case, from eqn.(2.14), the energy density scales as�m � a�3 : (2:16)This is consistent with conservation of particle number in a �xed comoving volume(nm � a�3), since the particle energy is dominated by its rest-mass, �m = mnm. Forradiation, the equation of state is pr = �r=3 ; (2:17)and eqn.(2.14) then yields �r � a�4 : (2:18)The faster fall-o� of �r with the scale factor is consistent with the Doppler redshift ofthe frequency of a photon emitted by a receding observer in the expanding universe,eqn.(2.7). For massless particles with average energy hEri, this implies hEri � a�1and thus �r ' hErinr � a�4.Two features of the solutions to the Friedmann equation (2.12) with � = 0are worth noting. In this case, there is a one-to-one correspondence between thespatial geometry and the fate of the universe: open models (k � 0) expand forever,while closed models (k > 0) eventually recollapse, because the energy density formatter and radiation fall o� faster than a�2. Conversely, in the early universe,a � a0, the matter and radiation terms dominate over the spatial curvature, andthe dynamics of the model is well approximated by setting k = 0. In this limit, fora matter-dominated universe, eqns.(2.12) and (2.16) give the solutiona(t) � t2=3 ; �m = 16�Gt2 (MD; k = 0) (2:19)while for radiation-domination, from (2.12) and (2.18)a(t) � t1=2 ; �r = 332�Gt2 (RD; k = 0) : (2:20)10



This clearly generalizes for a uid with equation of state pf = w�f :�f � a�3(1+w) ! a(t) � t2=3(1+w) ; �f = 16�Gt2(1 + w)2 : (2:21)In the next few sections we focus on the cosmologically recent matter-dominatedera, and subsequently turn to the radiation-dominated early universe.3. Cosmological Parameters: H0 and t0The principal observable cosmological parameters of the FRW models are theHubble parameter, H0 = (_a=a)0, the age of the Universe, t0, the present (non-relativistic) mass density relative to the `critical' density of the spatially at, Einstein-de Sitter (k = � = 0) model,
0 = �0=�crit = 8�G�0=3H20 ; (3:1)the deceleration parameter, q0 = �(�aa= _a2)0, which measures the rate at which thegravitational attraction of the matter is slowing down the expansion, and the con-tribution of the cosmological constant to the present expansion rate, �0 = �=3H20 .From the Friedmann equations, these parameters are related by1 = 
0 + �0 � ka20H20 (3:2)q0 = 
02 � �0 : (3:3)For vanishing cosmological constant, 
0 � 1 determines the sign of the spatial cur-vature: 
0 = 1 for the spatially at model (k = 0), and it is less than one for openmodels.The age of the universe is related to the other parameters through an expressionof the form H0t0 = 1:02h(t0=1010yr) = f(
0; �0), where f is a function of orderunity. Thus the Hubble time H�10 = 9:8� 109h�1 yr sets the timescale for the age ofthe universe, while the Hubble length cH�10 = 3000h�1 Mpc sets the lengthscale forthe present observable universe. For a matter-dominated universe with � = 0, ffalls monotonically with increasing 
0, and two useful limits are f(0; 0) = 1 (a � tfor 
0 = 0) and f(1; 0) = 2=3 (since a � t2=3 for 
0 = 1). More generally, over therange 0 < 
0 � 1, k � 0, 
0 � 3�0=7 � 1, an excellent approximation is13H0t0 ' 23 sinh�1(q(1�
a)=
a)p1�
a (3:4)where 
a = 
0 � 0:3(
0 + �0) + 0:3 : (3:5)11



Figure 4: Evolution of the cosmic scale factor (scaled to its present value).Some examples of the evolution of the scale factor a(t) are shown in Fig.4,including three cases with � = 0: empty (
0 = 0), at (
0 = 1), and closed(
0 = 5), and one example of a at (k = 0) model dominated by a cosmologicalconstant (�0 = 0:95 = 1�
0). This �gure displays the decrease in the expansion ageH0t0 from unity as 
0 is increased from zero. It also demonstrates that a signi�cantcosmological constant term can make H0t0 large. The solution for the spatially at(k = 0) model with non-zero � has the forma(t)a(t0) = �
0�0 �1=3 sinh2=3 243�1=20 H0t2 35 ; (3:6)where �0 +
0 = 1. At late times, it approaches the exponential de Sitter solution,a(t) � ep�3 t : (3:7)Much early e�ort was spent trying to measure or constrain the parameters q0and �0 through the classical `cosmological tests', such as the Hubble diagram, an-gular size as a function of redshift, and galaxy counts as a function of redshift andapparent brightness. For example, to construct the Hubble diagram, one measuresthe apparent brightness of a well-de�ned sample of objects (say, the brightest galax-ies in clusters) as a function of the object's redshift; for galaxies of �xed intrinsicluminosity, the scaling of apparent magnitude with redshift is a function of the12



cosmological parameters. Unfortunately, galaxies at large distances, where the dis-tinction between model parameters becomes observable, are seen when they weremuch younger than their nearby counterparts, so a model for galaxy luminosityevolution must be used to interpret the results. Signi�cant progress has been madein understanding galaxy evolution, and there is hope that the e�ects of evolutionand cosmology might be disentangled in coming years, but these tests currently donot place stringent universally accepted constraints on the cosmological parameters.Recently, it has been pointed out14 that the probability that a quasar at a givenredshift is gravitationally lensed by a foreground galaxy is a sensitive test for thecosmological constant: in models with �0 > 0, one generally expects a higher lens-ing probability. Based on surveys for lensed quasars, the bound �0 <� 0:8 has beeninferred in the case of a spatially at (k = 0) universe15. For more on the standardcosmological tests, the reader is referred to Peebles1.3.1. H0 and the Distance ScaleThe Hubble parameter relates the observed recession velocity vr or redshift z ofa galaxy to its distance d: for vr � c, the recession velocity is vr = cz = H0d+ vp,where vp is the peculiar radial velocity of the galaxy with respect to the Hubbleow, usually assumed to arise from gravitational clustering. Galaxy redshifts can bemeasured quite accurately, so all the di�culty in determining H0 resides in �ndingreliable distance indicators for extragalactic objects at distances large enough thatthe Hubble term dominates over the peculiar motion. Observed peculiar velocitiesare typically of order 300 km/sec, so that distance measurements beyond 40 Mpc ormore (recession velocities above 4000 km/sec) are required for reasonable accuracy.A wide variety of techniques has been used to establish an extragalactic dis-tance scale16, and this is reected in the spread of results for H0, roughly 40� 100km/sec/Mpc. Distance estimates made using methods such as the Tully-Fisherrelation between 21-cm rotation speed and infrared luminosity for spiral galaxies,calibrated by observations of Cepheid variable stars in several nearby galaxies, haveyielded high values for the expansion rate, roughly H0 = 80�10 km/sec/Mpc. Twonewer methods, planetary nebula luminosity functions17 and galaxy surface bright-ness uctuations18 yield values for H0 in this range as well, and are being furtherdeveloped. On the other hand, methods using Type Ia supernovae as standard can-dles have yielded low values, H0 ' 50� 10 km/sec/Mpc. SNe Ia are thought to bethe explosions of white dwarfs which accrete matter from binary companions untilthey reach the Chandrasekhar mass, and there is some evidence that they form ahomogeneous class; they also have the advantage that they can be observed to greatdistances. In the future, Hubble Space Telescope observations of Cepheids in othernearby galaxies (and perhaps as far as the Virgo cluster) which are hosts to SNe Iaor which can be used as Tully-Fisher calibrators should help improve the situation.The recent discovery of a probable Type Ia supernova at z = 0:4619 also raises hopesthat a sample of SNe Ia at z � 0:5 could signi�cantly constrain q0, provided thedispersion in SNe Ia luminosities is su�ciently narrow.13



There are also a variety of methods being employed to measure the distances ofextragalactic objects directly, bypassing the extragalactic distance ladder built upfrom Cepheids. Using the expanding photosphere method, Schmidt, Kirshner, andEastman20 have determined the distances to 10 type II supernovae at large distances,and �nd good agreement with the Tully-Fisher distances for these galaxies. Other`direct' methods which hold future promise include measurement of the Sunyaev-Zel'dovich e�ect, due to the Compton upscattering of CMBR photons by hot gasin rich clusters21, and the di�erential time delay between images in gravitationallylensed quasars22.3.2. The Age of the Universe, t0Three methods have traditionally been used to infer the age of the Universe,t0. Nuclear cosmochronology is based on radioactive dating of r�process elements,that is, heavy elements formed by rapid neutron capture, most probably in super-novae. The element ratios Re/Os and Ur/Th generally indicate t0 = 10� 20 Gyr23,with a large uncertainty due to the unknown element formation history (e.g., thestar formation rate over time). A second method involves the cooling of whitedwarfs: when low-mass stars exhaust their nuclear fuel, they become degeneratewhite dwarfs, gradually cooling and becoming fainter. The number of white dwarfsas a function of luminosity drops dramatically for Lwd < 3 � 10�5L�, suggestingthat there has not been su�cient time for them to fade below this value. Coupledwith models of white dwarf cooling, this implies that the age of the galactic disk isabout t0 ' 10� 2 Gyr24.The most extensively studied technique for constraining t0 is the determina-tion of the ages of the oldest globular clusters in the galaxy. When stars �nishburning hydrogen, they turn o� the main sequence, characteristically reddeningand brightening. By observing the color-magnitude (color vs. apparent bright-ness) diagram for a cluster, one can determine the apparent brightness of starsin the cluster that are now leaving the main sequence. Knowing the distance tothe cluster then gives the absolute luminosity of stars at the turn-o�. On theother hand, stellar evolution theory relates stellar luminosity to the time a starspends on the main sequence: crudely, a star turns o� the main sequence whena �xed fraction f ' 0:15 of its initial hydrogen mass MH = XHM has been con-verted into helium (here XH � 0:75 is the initial H mass fraction of the star).The conversion of H to He releases 6:4 � 1018 erg for every gm of H burned.Thus, over the course of the main sequence, the total energy radiated by a staris E / fXHM ' 1052fXH(M=M�) erg, and its evolutionary lifetime on the mainsequence is �ms ' E=L ' 1011fXH(M=M�)=(L=L�) yr. Now, stellar models indi-cate that the relationship between mass and main sequence luminosity is roughlyL � M4, yielding a main-sequence lifetime of �ms ' 1:2 � 1010(L=L�)�3=4 years.Thus, the measurement of the main sequence turn-o� luminosity gives an estimateof the age of the cluster. The turn-o� luminosity in the oldest globular clusters in thegalaxy is slightly below that of the sun, yielding the age estimate tgc = (13�15)�314



Gyr25. This argument is a gross oversimpli�cation of the complex process of stellarmodelling and cluster isochrone �tting, but it gives a heuristic understanding of theresulting age estimate. The largest source of error is apparently the uncertaintyin the distances to the globular clusters. It is hoped that observations with thecorrected Hubble Space Telescope mirror, successfully repaired in late 1993, couldreduce the uncertainty in tgc to as little 10%. There may also be residual systematicmodel uncertainties associated with the initial hydrogen (or helium) fraction XH ,opacities, metallicity, etc.We now turn to the �nal cosmological parameter of interest, the density of theuniverse.4. Cosmological Parameters: 
0 and Dark MatterIt is convenient to parameterize the mass density of the universe in terms ofthe mass{to{light ratio, say in the VT band, � = hM=Li=(M�=L�). Dividing thepresent critical density,�c = 3H20=8�G = 1:88h2 � 10�29gm cm�3 = 2:8� 1011h2M� Mpc�3 (4:1)by the observed mean luminosity density jVT ' 2:4 � 108hL� Mpc�3, the criticalmass{to{light ratio for the 
0 = 1 universe is �c ' 1200h, and the cosmic densityparameter can be expressed as 
0 = 8 � 10�4 h�1�. The mass{to{light ratio inthe solar neighborhood is approximately � = 5, while the central cores of ellipti-cal galaxies yield � ' 12h, so the density of luminous matter (that is, of matterassociated with typical stellar populations) is inferred to be 
lum � 0:007. How-ever, it is well known that the luminous parts of galaxies are not the whole story:there is strong evidence from at spiral galaxy rotation curves, from a variety ofobservations of galaxy clusters, and from large-scale peculiar motions that there isa substantial amount of dark matter in the universe.4.1. Dark matter in galaxiesAn example of this phenomenon for galaxies is shown in Fig. 5, which shows amodel for the rotation speed of the galaxy as a function of radius. The three lowercurves show the contributions from the luminous components (two bulge compo-nents and the disk26). Clearly, they cannot account for the observed rotation speedbeyond a few kpc from the galactic center. To match the observations (taken fromthe compilation in ref.27), one assumes in addition a quasi-spherical distribution ofdark matter, called the halo, with a density pro�le of the form�h(r) / 1a2 + r2 : (4:2)In Fig. 5, the adopted halo core radius is a = 3:5 kpc. On large scales, the halo massscales as Mh(r) � r, yielding a at rotation curve, v2c = GM(r)=r ! 220 km/sec15



Figure 5: Rotation curve for our galaxy: an average over a number of di�erentobservations (solid points) is shown with a model that includes luminous and darkmatter.for the model shown in Fig. 5. Clearly, eqn.(4.2) cannot extend to arbitrarily largeradii, because the enclosed mass would diverge; the halo is presumably truncated bytidal or other e�ects at large r. The observation of high proper motion stars in thesolar neighborhood (presumably bound to the Galaxy) implies that the local valueof the galactic escape velocity exceeds 450{500 km/sec, and this can be used toplace a lower bound on the halo truncation radius. If the halo is sharply truncatedat rt, the escape speed ve at r < rt satis�es28v2e = 2v2c (1 + ln(rt=r)] : (4:3)Using ve � 500 km/sec at the solar radius r = R0 = 8:5 kpc and vc = 220 yieldsrt >� 40 kpc and a total galaxy mass Mgal >� 5 � 1011M�. Comparing with theluminosity of the disk plus the bulge, Lgal = 1:4 � 1010L� in the V band, thisimplies that the total mass{to{light ratio for the Milky Way is at least �MW >� 35.This is consistent with the requirement that distant globular clusters and satellitegalaxies are bound to the Galaxy, as well as with mass{to{light ratios inferred frommore extended at rotation curves in other spiral galaxies27. If these systems aretypical of the universe, we infer 
0 >� 0:02h�1 for the matter associated with galaxyhalos.It is interesting to compare these values with the baryon density 
B inferred fromprimordial nucleosynthesis (see the lectures by Schramm and Walker), which29 30has been restricted to the range 0:010 < 
Bh2 < 0:015. Comparison with 
lum16



above suggests that some or most of the baryons are dark or in underluminouspopulations. Furthermore, comparison with the escape speed and rotation curvebound 
0 >� 0:02h�1 shows that baryons could constitute some or all of the darkmatter in galaxy halos, depending on their extent.One possibility for dark baryons in halos would be degenerate brown dwarfs,substellar (M < 0:08M�) objects which did not reach su�ciently high tempera-ture to burn hydrogen. Currently several independent groups are searching for halodwarfs (which have been dubbed MACHOS, for massive compact halo objects); thesignature is a microlensing event, in which a background star, say in the LMC or thebulge of the Milky Way, symmetrically brightens and fades as a MACHO passesnear its line of sight.31 Although they are distinguishable from ordinary variableand are stars by the time symmetry and achromaticity of the light curve, suchmicrolensing events would be intrinsically rare{the probability that a given back-ground star is lensed is � � (vc=c)2 � 5 � 10�7, so a large number of stars mustbe accurately monitored. The American-Australian MACHO project currently ob-tains CCD photometry for several million stars per night, and has discovered manyperiodic variable stars. The French EROS and Polish OGLE groups are also mak-ing progress. In September and October 1993, all three groups reported the �rstevidence for microlensing events by objects in the Galaxy32;33;34. The most prob-able masses for the lensing objects are roughly in the range 0:01 � 0:5M�. Asdata is accumulated over the next few years, we will be able to infer informationabout the contribution of MACHOs to the Milky Way halo. It is also worth notingthat microlensing in external galaxies has been sought previously by monitoringthe brightness of gravitationally lensed QSO images over time. In particular, a mi-crolensing event in the lensed quasar 2237+0305 has been established,35 but in thiscase it is di�cult to establish the MACHO mass, since the microlensing probabilityis closer to unity.4.2. Dark matter in clustersMoving to larger scales, for clusters of galaxies the traditional dynamical methodof estimating cluster masses and mass{to{light ratios, �rst used by Zwicky whodiscovered the `missing mass' problem in the 1930's, has been to apply the virialtheorem to measured cluster velocity dispersions, Mtot / hv2i=hR2iji, where hv2iis the velocity dispersion of the galaxies in a cluster and Rij is the separationbetween them. This method assumes that galaxies trace the cluster mass andthat the galaxy velocity distribution is isotropic, both of which may not be goodapproximations. Independent information on the dark matter distribution in theinner cores of clusters comes from the giant luminous arcs and arclets, high redshiftgalaxies gravitationally lensed by foreground clusters 36 37. These arcs are formedwhen a galaxy is nearly imaged into an Einstein ring. Measurements of the clusterand background galaxy redshifts yield an estimate of the cluster mass within theimpact parameter of the lens; for most of the cases studied, these estimates are inreasonable agreement with the mass{to{light ratios inferred from the virial theorem,17



but it should be noted that the arc observations probe only the inner few hundredkpc of the clusters. (Work is presently being done to extend this idea to map clusterson larger scales, by looking for more minute statistical distortions in the alignmentsof background galaxies.) Typical inferred cluster values are � � 100� 250h, whichwould imply 
0 � 0:1� 0:2. Since clusters are rare objects, occupying a very smallfraction of the universe, one expects this to be a lower bound, in which case someform of non-baryonic dark matter is probably required, given the limits on 
B above.X-ray observations, most recently by the ROSAT satellite, 38 have begun to mapthe density and temperature pro�les of the hot gas which permeates many clusters.Since the gas is in hydrostatic equilibrium, it can be used to trace the cluster massdistribution (including dark matter) directly,Mtot(r) = � kT (r)G�mp  dlnndlnr + dlnTdlnr ! (4:4)where � is the mean molecular weight of the gas, and n(r) and T (r) are the gasdensity and temperature. Cluster masses inferred from X-ray observations are gen-erally comparable to but �30% less than virial estimates. Consistent with this,the X-ray measurements indicate that clusters are surprisingly baryon-rich, in thesense that the gas constitutes typically 5 � 10h�3=2% of the inferred binding masswithin approximately 1h�1 Mpc of the center of a rich cluster like Coma. (More-over, the dark matter tends to be more centrally concentrated than the gas out tothis scale, suggesting that the gas fraction of the whole cluster is at least as largeas the value above. 40) If this ratio is representative of the baryon mass fraction ofthe universe, then the nucleosynthesis bound on 
B would imply 41 the upper limit
0 <� 0:15h�1=2. (Including the baryon stellar component in cluster galaxies onlystrengthens this limit.) This has been taken as evidence against the universe havingclosure density (
0 = 1) and would require advocates of ination (which impliesk = 0) to fall back on a cosmological constant or some other smoothly distributedcomponent. The other possibility would be to loosen the nucleosynthesis boundson 
B through some non-standard scenario such as inhomogeneous nucleosynthesis,but the upper bound on 
B is not raised su�ciently in this model to get aroundthe argument above. One should perhaps be cautious about inferring the universalbaryon fraction from a rich cluster like Coma. In particular, clusters with higherX-ray temperatures (and therefore larger total masses) may have a larger fractionof their total mass in gas.40 This trend, coupled with the steeply falling distributionfunction of cluster temperatures, dnc=dT � T�5 for 3 < kT < 10 keV, suggests thatthe mean gas (and baryon) fraction may be substantially below the value for Coma,since the mean is dominated by the more numerous cooler clusters (kTComa ' 7keV). This would raise the derived upper bound on 
0 closer to unity and suggeststhat massive clusters like Coma may not be representative of the baryon fractionof the Universe. On the other hand, N-body simulations of cold dark matter withbaryons41 indicate that the baryon fraction in a Coma-size cluster should be repre-sentative of the mean, so the present situation is somewhat confusing.18



4.3. Large-scale owsMoving to still larger scales, the deviations from the Hubble ow have beenused to infer the cosmic density over scales of order 50h�1 Mpc. The basic idea isto compare samples of the density perturbation �eld and the peculiar velocity �eldcovering the same volume;42 assuming they arise gravitationally, the proportionalitybetween them depends on the rate of growth of the density uctuations, which inturn depends on 
0. On very large scales, as discussed above, the rms densityuctuations are small, so linear perturbation theory away from the FRW spacetimeis a reasonable �rst approximation (see the lectures by Scherrer). In this case one�nds the relation r � ~vp = �H0
0:60 � ; (4:5)where the density �eld �(~x) = (�(~x) � ��)=��, and the perturbation growth rateenters through dln�=dlna ' 
0:6. If one expresses distances d in terms of theirequivalent Hubble velocities, v = H0d, then H0 drops out of Eqn.(4.5), so theuncertainty in the Hubble parameter does not undermine this method. A numberof di�erent approaches have been used to extract 
0 in this way, and they haveall given consistently high answers, 
0 >� 0:5. The topographic correlation betweenthe observed galaxy �eld and the density �eld inferred from galaxy peculiar velocitysurveys suggests that galaxies do broadly trace the mass distribution on large scales,in the sense that more galaxies are found in regions of high mass density (that is,high r � ~vp), but the galaxy distribution may be `biased' with respect to the mass.In the simplest linear bias model, the smoothed galaxy and mass density �eldsare assumed to be proportional, �gal(~x) = bgal�(~x), where bgal is the bias factor,taken to be constant for a given class of galaxies. Since �gal is what is observed,the comparisons based on Eqn.(4.5) actually constrain the combination 
0:60 =bgal,where the bias factor refers, e.g., to galaxies selected from the IRAS catalog. Recentdeterminations have found 
0:60 =bgal � 1. For a bias factor of order unity, this isconsistent with 
0 = 1, which is pleasing to theorists and also buttresses the casefor non-baryonic dark matter. It is well to keep in mind, however, that biasingis presumably a complex process associated with the non-linear stages of galaxyformation, so that the proportionality of the galaxy and density �elds may be non-linear and/or scale-dependent. In addition, even with substantial smoothing ofthe density �eld, the perturbation amplitude in many regions is not small, andcorrections to the linear theory must be taken into account.A summary of typical estimates of the density parameter on di�erent scales isgiven in Table 1.4.4. Non-baryonic Dark MatterIf 
0 > 
B, as the dynamical observations on scales larger than clusters sug-gest, some form of non-baryonic matter must be invoked to make up the balance.Moreover, since this matter must be dark (
0 � 
lum), it is natural to considerweakly interacting particles as candidates. It is convenient to distinguish two broad19



Table 1: Estimates of the cosmic density parameter 
0.System � 
0Luminous matter in galaxies 5 - 12h 0.007Galaxy halos 35 0.02h�1Clusters 250h 0.2Large-scale ows � 0.5 -1classes of non-baryonic dark matter, hot and cold, on the basis of their clusteringproperties. The prototypical hot dark matter candidate is a light neutrino withmass m� ' 20 eV (see Sec. 6.3). Since they are relativistic (m� <� T ) until rela-tively recent epochs, light neutrinos would free-stream out of and damp out densityperturbations up to the scale of galaxy clusters. Galaxies would form after clustersvia fragmentation (`top down'). Due to phase-space constraints43, light neutrinoswould not cluster signi�cantly on the scale of galaxies: baryons would constitutethe predominant dark matter in galaxy halos, while neutrinos would dominate inclusters. Cold dark matter, on the other hand, is de�ned to have negligible free-streaming length{it clusters on all scales. In cold dark matter models, structuregenerally forms hierarchically, with smaller clumps merging to form larger ones(`bottom up'). For this reason, many (but not all) theorists since the early '80'shave tended to prefer cold over hot dark matter, but it is worth noting the recentlysurging popularity of a mix 'n match scenario: a combination of 70% cold and 30%hot dark matter (say, with m� ' 7 eV) produces a favorable spectrum of large-scaledensity perturbations in the context of ination, with some apparent advantagesover pure cold dark matter.The theoretically favorite candidates for cold dark matter are weakly interactingmassive particles (WIMPs), with masses generally in the range 20�150GeV, and theaxion, an ultra-light pseudoscalar with a mass of order 10�5 eV. The most attractiveWIMP candidate is the neutralino, the lightest supersymmetric fermionic partner ofthe standard model bosons; its weak annihilation rate in the early universe naturallyleaves it with an abundance comparable to the present critical density. The axionis the pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone boson associated with spontaneous breakdown ofa global U(1) symmetry (the Peccei-Quinn symmetry) introduced to explain whythe strong interactions conserve CP. The global symmetry is spontaneously brokenat some large mass scale fPQ, through the vacuum expectation value of a complexscalar �eld, h�i = fPQ exp(ia=fPQ)=p2. At energies below the scale fPQ, the onlyrelevant degree of freedom is the massless axion �eld a, the angular mode aroundthe bottom of the � potential. At a much lower energy scale, �QCD � 100MeV, thesymmetry is explicitly broken when QCD becomes strong, and the axion obtains aperiodic potential of height � �4QCD. In `invisible' axion models with Peccei-Quinnscale fPQ � 1012 GeV, the resulting axion mass is ma � �2QCD=fPQ � 10�5 eVand 
a � 1. Although light, invisible axions interact so weakly, with cross-section� � 1=f2PQ, that they were never in thermal equilibrium: they form as a cold Bose20



condensate.Accelerator searches for neutrino mixing and beta-decay experiments on neu-trino mass should provide useful constraints on the possibility of neutrino darkmatter. Active experimental e�orts are also underway to detect both WIMPs andaxions. Direct WIMP detection looks for the signals produced when a halo WIMPcollides with a nucleus in a kg-size cryogenic crystal, depositing of order 10 keVin ionization and phonons (detector schemes based on scintillation and excitationsof superuids and superconductors are also being developed). Indirect WIMP de-tectors search for high energy neutrinos produced when WIMPs annihilate in theSun and the Earth; large underground or underwater detectors currently in placeor under development with sensitivity to WIMP annihilations include Kamiokande,MACRO, AMANDA, and DUMAND. Accelerator searches for supersymmetry alsowill constrain the neutralino parameter space. A large-scale axion search based atLivermore, expected to come on-line in 1994, will search for resonant conversion ofhalo axions to microwave photons in a cavity with a strong magnetic �eld. A scaled-up version of an idea originally proposed by Sikivie, this detector should approachthe cosmologically interesting region of axion couplings for the �rst time44.Finally, given the paucity of direct evidence for dark matter, it is probablyhealthy to keep an open mind to alternatives. While it is natural to ascribe atgalaxy rotation curves and large cluster velocity dispersions to unseen matter,Milgrom45 and others have argued that they may instead signal a breakdown ofNewton's law of inertia at very low acceleration. The extent to which Milgrom'smodi�ed Newtonian dynamics (MOND) accounts for all the phenomena normallyimputed to dark matter is controversial, and a full theory with which one couldexplore cosmology has been lacking. Nevertheless, at a minimum it provides a use-ful challenge to the accepted dogma. On a relatively more conservative side, thepossibility that the dark matter interacts by other long-range forces in addition togravity has recently been explored.63 Such interactions are signi�cantly constrainedby galaxy and cluster observations, but could nevertheless have interesting impli-cations for structure formation and biasing.5. Cosmological Parameters: Taking StockWith this brief survey in hand, it is useful to pause and place these numbers forthe cosmological parameters in theoretical context. If an extended period of inationtook place in the early universe (see below), then the spatial geometry should now beobservationally indistinguishable from k = 0. If the cosmological constant vanishes,from Eqn.(3.2) spatial atness implies 
0 = 1 (with the concomitant requirementof non-baryonic dark matter), and thus t0 = 2=3H0 = 6:5h�1 � 109 yr. This isuncomfortably low compared to globular cluster ages unless h <� 0:5 (t0 >� 13 Gyr)and de�nitely problematic unless h < 0:65 (t0 > 10 Gyr), still on the low side of theH0 observations. However, a non-vanishing �0 is certainly allowed at some level byobservations and has sporadically come into vogue, most recently to alleviate boththis age problem and the large-scale power problem for inationary cosmology. For21



example, in a at model with 
0 = 0:25, �0 = 0:75, Eqn.(3.4) gives t0 ' 1=H0 =9:75h�1 Gyr, consistent with the lower bound tgc > 10 Gyr for the entire observedrange of H0, and yielding a healthy, t0 > 13 Gyr-old universe for h < 0:75. Thislower value of 
0 is consistent with the dynamical mass estimates from clusters, butsomewhat below the recent estimates from large-scale ows. Since there is currentlylittle theoretical guidance as to why j�0j is as small as it is, and no �rm proof that itshould vanish, it is probably best to keep an open mind, although the fact that wewould be living just at the epoch when 
0 is comparable to �0 might seem to beg forexplanation. The third possibility is that theoretical prejudice is wrong, and thatwe live in an open, low-density, perhaps purely baryonic universe with negligible�, in which case the globular cluster age range is also compatible with somewhatlarger values of H0. The challenge in this case is to explain the large-scale ows(or attribute them to systematic distance errors) and to form large-scale structurewithout violating CMBR anisotropy constraints. In this case, it also would be anodd coincidence that we live just at the epoch when the curvature term in (3.2) isbecoming appreciable compared to the matter term.6. The Early UniverseWe have seen that the FRW models provide a natural framework for under-standing observations of the universe on the largest scales, in particular the Hubblelaw. Aside from the Hubble expansion, two other observational pillars support thetemple of the standard cosmology: the thermal spectrum of the CMBR and the lightelement abundances. Both direct our attention backward to much earlier epochs inthe history of the universe: the hot big bang.6.1. The Cosmic Microwave BackgroundThe 2:7 K cosmic microwave background radiation, discovered thirty years ago,has since been shown to be remarkably isotropic (to roughly one part in 105 on angu-lar scales larger than a few arc minutes) and to have an exactly thermal blackbodyspectrum to within the experimental errors. The spectral measurements cover therange of photon wavelengths from roughly 0.05 - 50 cm, while the most impressiveveri�cation of the Planck spectrum comes from the recent COBE FIRAS observa-tions in the range 0.05 - 1 cm. The measured FIRAS ux vs. frequency47 is shownin Fig. 6; it is indistinguishable from a Planck spectrum with a temperature ofT = 2:726� 0:010K. The error bars on the points are too small to see, so they havebeen multiplied by a factor of 100 in the �gure.The blackbody nature of the CMBR is indicative of a medium that has relaxedto thermal equilibrium. However, there are strong grounds for believing that therecent universe is transparent to CMBR photons, that is, that the mean free pathfor microwave photon scattering is much longer than the present Hubble length: (i)we observe radio galaxies as point sources out to redshifts of order z � 4, which re-quires microwave transparency out to this scale; (ii) even postulating a fully ionized22



Figure 6: CMBR brightness vs. frequency (inverse wavelength) measured by COBEFIRAS.intergalactic medium with closure density (
igm � 1), the mean free time for Comp-ton scattering is longer than the Hubble time back to a redshift z >� 10. Therefore,the CMBR is not now in thermodynamic equilibrium and could not have been ther-malized at recent cosmological epochs. The standard explanation is that the CMBRis a remnant of a much earlier hot, dense phase of the universe when the matterand radiation were in equilibrium. Indeed, running the Hubble expansion backwardin time, this is just what one would expect: as the matter is compressed, it heatsup, becoming a dense, ionized plasma which e�ciently scatters and thermalizes theradiation on a timescale much shorter than the expansion timescale.This argument suggests that the early universe can be accurately described as adilute, adiabatically expanding gas of particles and radiation in local thermal equi-librium, uniquely characterized by the instantaneous temperature T (t). While thismay reect conditions over much of the early history of the universe, we know it isnot the full story, because a gas in thermal equilibrium is featureless and structure-less, and the observed universe is not so boring. Although thermal equilibrium is agood starting point, the interesting epochs in cosmic history{the ones which leavepotentially observable signatures or relics, such as the light elements, the baryonasymmetry, and particle dark matter{are those in which a particle species i goes outof thermal equilibrium, because the rate of interactions keeping it in equilibrium,�i, falls below the expansion rate H(t). This happens at a temperature TF de�nedby � �H�TF ' 1 : (6:1)TF is called the freeze-out temperature: at temperatures T < TF , the particle'scomoving number density is �xed, ni � a�3. Thus, the study of the early universerequires both equilibrium and non-equilibrium thermodynamics (the Boltzmannequation). For completeness, it is worth noting that there may also be particle relics,23



such as magnetic monopoles and axions, which were never in thermal equilibrium.It is helpful to have some characteristic numbers for the CMBR. For ultra-relativistic particles in kinetic equilibrium at temperature T , the energy densityis �i = �230giT 4 � ( 1 bosons7=8 fermions (6:2)and the number density ni = �(3)�2 giT 3 � ( 1 bosons3=4 fermions (6:3)where gi is the number of internal degrees of freedom, and the Riemann zeta function�(3) ' 1:202. For blackbody radiation at T0 = 2:73 K, the present CMBR energydensity is � = 4:8 � 10�34 gm/cm3, and the photon number density is n = 420cm�3. For comparison, the present baryon density is nB = �B=mp = 1:12�10�5
Bh2cm�3, and the baryon to photon ratio is� � nBn = 2:7� 108
Bh2 : (6:4)In the early universe, baryons and photons are kept in thermal contact by Comp-ton scattering, e� ! e�. As the universe expands and cools, eventually it be-comes energetically favorable for the ionized plasma to recombine to form neutralhydrogen, e� + p! H + . When this happens, the density of free electrons dropsprecipitously, and the Compton scattering rate per photon,  = ne�Comp, falls be-low the expansion rate H; as a result, the photons decouple (freeze out) from thematter. In the absence of subsequent reionization of the matter, the photons willhave travelled freely since that epoch, which is therefore called the surface of lastscattering.It is a useful exercise to estimate when hydrogen recombination and photondecoupling took place. Since the recombination rate is initially rapid compared tothe expansion rate, the baryons and photons maintain ionization equilibrium. Thedensities of the non-relativistic baryons in thermal equilibrium areni = gi �miT2� �3=2 exp��i �miT � ; (6:5)where i = e; p;H, and �i are chemical potentials. De�ning the ionization fraction,x = np=(np+nH), and using chemical equilibrium to relate the chemical potentials,�p+�e = �H , we arrive at the Saha equation for the equilibrium ionization fraction,1� xeqx2eq = 4p2�(3)p� � � Tme�3=2 exp�BT � ; (6:6)where B = me + mp � mH = 13:6 eV is the binding energy of neutral hydrogen.Using (6.4) for � and taking 
Bh2 ' 0:01 from nucleosynthesis, one �nds that24



xeq drops rapidly away from unity{that is, the hydrogen e�ectively recombines{at a temperature Trec ' 0:3 eV. Since the temperature scales as T = 2:73(1 + z)K, this corresponds to the epoch zrec ' 1300. This result is just what one expects:recombination takes place when there are too few photons left in the high-energy tailof the thermal distribution to ionize the hydrogen. This happens at a temperaturesomewhat below the binding energy of hydrogen, because the number of photons perbaryon is so large (� � 1). Once xeq drops appreciably below unity, the Comptonrate per photon, � = x�n�Comp soon falls below the expansion rate, and thephotons decouple at a redshift zdec ' 1100. From (2.19), this corresponds to adecoupling time tdec = 5:6� 1012h�1 sec ' 180; 000h�1 yr (for 
0 = 1).If photons decoupled at such an early epoch, why does the CMBR still have sucha precisely thermal spectrum? The simple reason is that the expansion preservesthe blackbody thermal spectrum even in the absence of thermalizing interactions.At temperatures T > Tdec, the photons are in kinetic equilibrium, with a Bosedistribution function, f(p; t < tdec) = 1exp(E=T )� 1 ; (6:7)where E = jpj. After decoupling, the photons are free particles, their energies justredshifting with the expansion, E(t) = E(tdec)a(tdec)=a(t). However, since they areno longer interacting, the occupation number must be conserved for each momen-tum state. As a result, the distribution function maintains the form (6.7), withe�ective temperature given by T (t) = T (tdec)(a(tdec)=a(t)); since this holds for eachmomentum state, the spectrum remains thermal.In fact, the issue of the preservation of the thermal spectrum is more subtle thanthis argument suggests, and the spectrum observation by FIRAS a more powerfultool48, because we have not taken into account the possibility that some physicalprocess could distort the spectrum away from the form (6.7). For example, annihi-lating or decaying elementary particles or exploding black holes could release energyinto the photon-baryon plasma that is not completely thermalized by the time ofphoton decoupling. Alternatively, after decoupling, an early generation of stars,quasars, or active galactic nuclei might release enough energy to heat up and reion-ize the baryons, which would then scatter o� the CMBR and distort the spectrum.The kind of spectral distortion produced depends on the epoch when such a processreleases energy into the photon-baryon system. Energy released into the baryons atzrel >� 3�106 is completely thermalized by Compton scattering and bremmstrahlungemission: the photons relax to a new equilibrium distribution at a higher temper-ature, leaving no distortion. Energy released in the interval 105 <� zrel <� 3 � 106cannot be completely thermalized, because photon production becomes ine�cient;in this regime, multiple Compton scattering leads to a Bose-Einstein photon distri-bution, f(p) = 1exp �E��T �� 1 ; (6:8)25



where the chemical potential � is related to the energy density injected, ��, by��=� = 0:7�=T . The FIRAS results shown in Fig. 6 can be translated into thebound j�=T j < 3:3� 10�4, severely restricting the energy density injected at suchtimes. If energy is released into the electrons later, at zdec = 103 < zrel < 105, e�scattering produces a Compton y-distortion which can be expressed as a frequency-dependent temperature,�T (�)T ' y  �T e�=T + 1e�=T � 1 � 4!! ( �2y for �=T � 1y�=T for �=T � 1 : (6:9)The y-parameter is related to the energy release by y = ��=4�. Eqn.(6.9) statesthat Compton scattering by hot electrons at Te > T moves photons from low tohigh frequency, depleting the spectrum in the low-frequency Rayleigh-Jeans regionand enhancing it in the Wien part of the spectrum. Comparison with the data inFig.6 yields the observational constraint y < 2:5 � 10�5. These bounds togetherseverely constrain any model in which energy is released between roughly one and300,000 yr after the big bang.6.2. The Radiation EraSumming eqn.(6.2) over all e�ectively massless species in equilibrium, we cande�ne the total radiation energy density by�r = �230g�T 4 ; (6:10)where g�(T ) counts the number of e�ective relativistic Bose (B) and Fermi (F)degrees of freedom, which may have di�erent e�ective temperatures,g�(T ) = Xi=B gi �TiT �4 + 78 Xi=F gi �TiT �4 : (6:11)As the universe expands and cools, the function g�(T ) decreases whenever T dropsbelow the mass mi of a particle species. For the photon and assuming 3 masslessneutrinos, it is currently g�(T0) = 3:36; above the e+e� mass threshold, g�(1 �100MeV) = 10:75; and at temperatures above the masses of all particles in thestandard electroweak model, g�(T > 300GeV) >� 100.From (6.11), and assuming there are no exotic heretofore unknown relativisticparticles, the present radiation energy density is �r(t0) = 8:1 � 10�34 gm/cm3.Comparing with the critical density in eqn.(4.1), the radiation makes a negligiblecontribution to the present density,
r = 4:3� 10�5h�2 ; (6:12)con�rming our assumption in Sec. 2 that the present universe is matter-dominated.On the other hand, since �r=�m � a�1, the universe was radiation-dominated at26



early times. From (6.12), the transition from radiation to matter-domination (�m =�r) occurred when 1 + zeq = a0aeq = TeqT0 = 2:3� 104
0h2 ; (6:13)which corresponds to a photon temperature Teq = 5:5
0h2 eV. For 
0 = 1, thishappened when the age of the universe was teq = 4:4� 1010h�4 sec. Note that for
0 = 1� 
B, the universe becomes matter-dominated before (but not long before)recombination.During the radiation-dominated (RD) epoch (t < teq), the spatial curvature termin the Friedmann equation can be neglected, since it scales with a more slowly than�m or �r and we know that it is at most comparable to the matter density termtoday. The RD era solution is therefore described by (2.20). Combining (2.20) and(6.10), we can relate the temperature and expansion rate in the RD epoch:H = 1:66g1=2� T 2MP l : (6:14)Since H = 1=2t from (2.20), we can also relate temperature and age:t = 0:3MP lg1=2� T 2 = 2:4g1=2� � TMeV��2 sec : (6:15)Table 2: Thermal history of the universe.T (GeV) t(sec) Event1019 10�43 Planck era: quantum gravity1015 10�35 Grand uni�cation: ination, topological defects103 10�12 Supersymmetry, technicolor102 10�10 Electroweak transition: SU(2)� U(1)! U(1)em0.2 10�4:5 Quark-hadron transition; chiral symmetry breaking10�3 1 Neutrino decoupling5� 10�4 4 e+e� annihilation7� 10�5 200 Big Bang nucleosynthesis10�9 5� 1011 Matter-radiation equality3� 10�10 1013 H recombination; photon decoupling6� 10�13 1017 Non-linear structures form3� 10�13 4� 1017 Chicago Bulls three-peat(note: this was given as a prediction at TASI '93)A timeline for the early universe with some important epochs delineated is shownin Table 2. The CMBR probes conditions back to the time of photon decoupling,27



while the light element abundances probe conditions at temperatures comparableto nuclear binding energies, T � MeV. Going backward in time, QCD predicts thatchiral symmetry should be broken at a temperature of order 100 MeV. At about thattime, quarks should also become con�ned inside hadrons, but it is not clear if this isa smooth (second-order) transition or a �rst-order transition involving the release oflatent heat and the nucleation of hadron bubbles. If the quark-hadron transition is�rst-order, the resulting inhomogeneous baryon distribution might leave observablesignatures in the light element abundances.Going to earlier times, the electroweak symmetry should be restored at a tem-perature of order 100 GeV. The dynamics of this transition is currently an area ofactive investigation: if it is a �rst-order transition, it is possible that the resultingnon-equilibrium conditions were ripe for the generation of the baryon asymmetry.If baryons and anti-baryons had been present in exactly equal numbers in the earlyuniverse, their annihilation would eventually have driven the baryon to photon ra-tio down to a value many orders of magnitude smaller than (6.4). Thus, when thebaryons were relativistic, there must have been a small asymmetry between thedensity of baryons and anti-baryons, nB=nb = (nb�n�b)=nb � �. As �rst pointed outby Sakharov, the generation of such a baryon asymmetry requires baryon-numberand CP-violating interactions as well as a departure from thermal equilibrium (sincenb = n�b in equilibrium). It is currently thought that baryogenesis takes place at theGUT or electroweak eras.Going back earlier than 10�10 sec, we must invoke physics beyond the stan-dard electroweak model, and the events become increasingly speculative. Particlephysics models suggest there may be new physics lurking at the TeV scale{perhapssupersymmetry, technicolor, or various extensions of the standard model. In thesimplest grand uni�ed theories, the strong and electroweak interactions are uni�ed(the symmetry between them restored) at an energy scale of order 1015 GeV. A cos-mological phase transition at that epoch might lead to ination or to the generationof topological defects such as monopoles, cosmic strings, or textures; the resultingdensity and gravitational wave perturbations produced could provide the seeds forlarge-scale structure and leave a signature in the CMBR anisotropy. Classical cos-mology runs into a wall at the Planck era, t � 10�43 sec: at that epoch, quantumuctuations in the spacetime metric are expected to be large, and a quantum theoryof gravity is required. If superstrings provide the fundamental description of nature,inherently stringy e�ects would become important around that scale.6.3. Relic Neutrinos and Hot Dark MatterAs an interesting example of interactions freezing out and leaving a relic species,consider light neutrinos. The cross-section for �ee� ! �ee� scattering through Wand Z exchange is of order �� � �2wp2=(p2�M2)2, where �w is the weak �ne structureconstant, M ' MZ;MW is the gauge boson mass, and p are the fermion momenta inthe center of mass. First consider the very early universe, at temperatures T � M .In this case, the momenta p � T � M , resulting in a cross-section h�vi � �2w=T 2.28



Since the particle density n � T 3, the interaction rate is �� � �2wT . Comparingwith the expansion rate, H � T 2=MP l, we �nd that the interaction rate is larger,�w=H > 1, at temperatures T <� �2wMP l � 1016 GeV. If we begin our considerationof cosmology at the Planck era, T � 1019 GeV, this tells us that gauge interactionsare initially out of equilibrium, but local thermal equilibrium is a good workingassumption below about 1016 GeV. As a result, inferences about physics near thePlanck scale which rely on equilibrium thermodynamics should be viewed withskepticism.The situation changes when the temperature falls below the gauge boson masses,T � M . In this regime, we have M � T � p � me, and the �e� cross-sectionbecomes h�vi � �2wT 2=M4 � G2FT 2, where GF is the Fermi constant, GF ' 10�5GeV�2. Comparison with the expansion rate now gives �w=H � G2FMP lT 3, whichfalls below unity at the neutrino freeze-out temperature, TF ' 1 MeV. For lightneutrinos, we have TF � m� , so the neutrinos are ultrarelativistic, with a densitycomparable to photons, when they freeze out; such particles are called hot relics, asopposed to cold relics, which are non-relativistic (TF <� m) when they freeze out.Consider the implications of neutrino decoupling for the present neutrino density.We will make use of the fact that, in thermal equilibrium, the total entropy in acomoving volume is conserved by the �rst law of thermodynamics, S = sa3 =constant, where the entropy density iss = p+ �T : (6:16)Soon after the neutrinos decouple, the electrons and positrons annihilate, e+e� !, at T � me � 0:5 MeV, converting their entropy into photons. Since this takesplace after � freeze out, the neutrinos do not partake of the entropy boost. Beforeannihilation, the e+e� entropy is se = 4�(7=8)�(2�2=45)T 3, and the photon entropys = 2� (2�2=45)T 3. After annihilation, the photon entropy has been increased bythe factor s0s = 2 + 7=22 = 114 ; (6:17)which means the photons are heated with respect to the neutrinos,T 0T� =  s0s!1=3 = 1:4 : (6:18)Using the present CMBR temperature from COBE, this implies a present neutrinotemperature of T� = 1:95 K, and a neutrino density (for a single neutrino species)n� = (3=4)(T�=T)3n = (3=11)n = 115 cm�3 : (6:19)We can also use this to calculate the present energy density in radiation: assumingall three neutrino species are massless, we haveg�(T0) = 2 + 3� 2� 78 � 411�4=3 = 3:36 ; (6:20)29



which leads directly to (6.12).It is possible that one or more of the neutrinos is massive, the current experi-mental neutrino mass limits being m�e < 9 eV, m�� < 270 keV, m�� < 35 MeV. If aneutrino is massive and stable (or long-lived compared to the age of the universe),it could contribute more substantially to the density of the universe. From (6.19)and (4.1), one �nds 
�h2 = m�n��ch�2 = m�92 eV : (6:21)From sec. 5, neutrinos could provide the dark matter and close the universe, 
� = 1,if h ' 0:5, which would require a mass m� ' 20 eV. While larger than the �e masslimit, either the muon and tau neutrinos could have masses in this range; moreover,even an electron neutrino at the upper end of the experimental mass limit wouldcontribute substantially to the energy density.If neutrinos are the dark matter, an interesting argument due to Tremaine andGunn43 shows that they cannot cluster in galaxies, so they would not provide thedark halos of the kind shown in Fig. 5. To see the point, suppose neutrinos wereclustered in the halo of a galaxy like the Milky Way. Their number density wouldbe n� = R d3pf�(p) � f�hp3i � f�(m�vh)3, where the halo velocity dispersion isvh � 200 km/sec. By the Pauli exclusion principle, the neutrino occupation numbermust satisfy f�(p) � 1, which implies the constraint n�=(m�vh)3 = ��=(m4�v3h) � 1.The local halo density in the model of Fig. 5 is of order �h � 0:4 GeV cm�3;for this to be composed of neutrinos would require m� � (�h=v3h)1=4 ' 50 eV.Extending this argument to dwarf galaxies leads to the tighter constraint m� >�(100 - several hundred) eV. These numbers are signi�cantly higher than the closuredensity neutrino mass; turning the argument around, we conclude that in a neutrino-dominated universe, galaxy halos must be baryonic.6.4. Relic WIMPS and Cold Dark MatterIn the discussion above, we assumed that the neutrinos are light compared totheir freeze-out temperature, m� � TF � 1 MeV. If neutrinos, or some otherweakly interacting particle, were much heavier, the situation changes: the particlebecomes non-relativistic before freeze-out, so its abundance relative to radiationis depleted by annihilations{such particles are collectively known as cold relics orWIMPs. Examples of cold relics are supersymmetric neutralinos, fermionic partnersof standard model bosons, with masses in the range m � 10 GeV �1 TeV. If R-parity is conserved, the lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP) is stable and is aprime candidate for (cold) dark matter with 
LSP � 1.Accurate calculations of relic WIMP abundances generally require numericalsolution of the Boltzmann equation, which describes how the WIMP abundancerelative to its equilibrium value evolves over time in the expanding universe. How-ever, one can get an order of magnitude estimate from eqn.(6.1), which states thatthe relic particle abundance (relative to the entropy density) is approximately theequilibrium abundance at freeze-out. Using the annihilation rate at equilibrium,30



� = neqh�vi, with neq given by the Boltzmann form (6.5) (here assuming � = 0)and the expansion rate in (6.14), the freeze-out condition becomes (dropping factorsof 2�) � �H�TF ' (mTF )3=2e�m=TF h�viMP lT 2F = 1 : (6:22)Thus, the relic WIMP to entropy ratio is�neqs �TF � (mTF )3=2e�m=TFT 3F � 1MP lmh�vi mTF : (6:23)For weakly interacting particles with masses in the GeV - TeV range, the ratiom=TF � 10 � 20 at freeze-out. For concreteness, consider a massive neutrino(other WIMPs are qualitatively similar but di�er in quantitative detail): for non-relativistic neutrinos of mass m, the four-momentum p � m, and the annihilationcross-section estimated at the beginning of the last section becomes �� � G2Fm2.Substitution into (6.23) gives n=s � 10�8(m=GeV)�3. Using eqns.(6.10), (6.12), and(6.16), this corresponds to a neutrino mass density of order 
�h2 ' (m=GeV)�2.This tells us that a particle with mass in the GeV range and annihilation cross-section typical of the weak interactions will have a relic density comparable to theclosure density of the universe. Note that such cold particles have no trouble �ttinginto galaxy halos, unlike light neutrinos.7. The Inationary Universe7.1. Motivation: the Horizon and Flatness problemsThe inationary scenario originally arose out of the attempt to solve severalpuzzles which arise when one extrapolates the standard cosmology back to the veryearly universe. The most important of these puzzles are the horizon and atnessproblems, which we consider in turn.Consider a light signal emitted from the origin at time te; from eqn.(2.10), itwill reach a coordinate distance rh at a time t given byZ rh0 drp1� kr2 = Z tte dta(t) : (7:1)If the second integral converges as te ! 0, then there exists a particle horizon: twofundamental observers separated by a coordinate distance larger than rh(te = 0)will not yet be in causal contact at time t. The proper distance from the origin tothe coordinate rh(te = 0) at time t is called the particle horizon radius dh,dh(t) = a(t) Z t0 dta(t) : (7:2)31



In the standard cosmology, in the early radiation-dominated phase, a(t) / t1=2, andthe particle horizon dh � ct. Note that this is also comparable to the Hubble length,H�1(t) � t. More generally, dh is �nite if the scale factor a(t) grows more slowlythan t at early times; from (2.21), the criterion for this is p > ��=3, a reasonablecondition for most uids. Now recall that, in the absence of early reionization, theCMBR photons last scattered at a time tdec ' 5:6� 1012h�1 sec. If 
0 ' 1, photonsemitted from two points separated by the particle horizon distance at the time oflast scattering would arrive with an angular separation of order 1 degree at theobserver today. Therefore, in the standard cosmology, when we look at a map ofthe microwave sky, we would expect it to look very anisotropic on angular scaleslarger than a degree, because we are seeing photons emitted from regions which werenot yet in causal contact with each other at the time of last scattering. Yet themicrowave sky is remarkably isotropic over all scales larger than a few arcminutes,to of order one part in 105. This is the horizon problem: the CMBR is isotropicover scales which were not yet in causal contact when the photons last scattered.This argument might appear circular, for we have done this calculation using thehomogeneous and isotropic FRW model, so by assumption the CMBR must appearisotropic over all scales, and one might conclude that there is no problem. Thisobjection is spurious: we could easily repeat the derivation of the particle horizonin a cosmological model which is nearly but not exactly homogeneous and isotropic(say, with temperature uctuations which are of order 10�2 instead of 10�5) andend up with essentially the same answer. That is, we do not need to assume exacthomogeneity and isotropy for there to be a horizon problem.The second puzzle of the standard cosmology is the atness problem. In essence,this is the puzzle of why the spatial curvature term in (3.2) does not presentlydominate over the matter-density term by a large margin: if k 6= 0 and �0 = 0, wecan rewrite (3.2) as 1j
(t) � 1j = a2(t)H2(t) : (7:3)From (2.21), a2H2 = _a2 is a decreasing function of time if w � �1=3. Consequently,in the standard cosmology (with non-negative uid pressure), the observational factthat 
0 is within an order of magnitude of unity means that 
(t) must have beenextremely close to unity at earlier times: at the Planck time, for example, it requiresj
(tP l)�1j <� 10�60. In the absence of other prejudices, one might have guessed thatthe universe would emerge from the quantum gravity Planck era with the matter-density and curvature terms having comparable amplitudes, but the result aboveimplies that they must have been identical at that time to one part in 1060. Anotherway to state this is: if conditions had been just slightly di�erent at the Planck time,the universe would have gone into free expansion (a � t) or have recollapsed longbefore the present epoch. In other words, the natural timescale for the universe tobecome curvature-dominated is the Planck time, tP l � 10�43 sec, yet our universeis still not strongly curvature-dominated at t0 � 1017 sec � 1060tP l.It is important to emphasize that these two puzzles are not inconsistencies of32



the standard cosmological model. Rather they point to features of the observeduniverse which the standard model does not explain and which moreover appearhighly unlikely when the standard cosmology is embedded in a somewhat largerclass of cosmological models. That is, they are both problems of initial conditions:in the \phase space" of initial conditions, the set of initial data that evolve to aUniverse like ours is very small. A more physical way to say this is that homogeneityand spatial atness are unstable properties of the model, so the present nearlyhomogeneous and spatially at state of the Universe appears to be very sensitive tothe initial conditions. Ination was designed to reduce this sensitivity by wideningthe class of initial conditions which evolve to a nearly homogeneous and spatiallyat state within the observable universe. This is the sense in which ination is saidto `solve' the horizon and atness problems.7.2. Ination: necessary ingredientsThe discussion of the horizon and atness problems implicitly pointed to theirsolution: what is wanted is an early era when the scale factor accelerates, �a > 0, forthis implies that _a is increasing with time, i.e., that a grows faster than t. Becauseof the rapid growth of the scale factor when it is accelerating, this was dubbed`ination' by Guth49. From (2.13), acceleration requires that the energy density bedominated by some uid with equation of state p < ��=3. How long must such aninationary epoch last? Suppose the accelerated expansion begins at an epoch tiand ends at te. Then, from (7.3), we can compare the present and initial curvatureterms, j
0 � 1jj
i � 1j = � aiHiaeHe�2 �aeHea0H0�2 ' e2(60�Ne) : (7:4)In the last expression, I have assumed for the sake of argument that the universe isradiation-dominated for t > te, that the ination epoch ends around the GUT scale,Te � 1015 GeV, and that He � Hi. Here, Ne is the number of e-folds of growth ofthe scale factor during ination,a(te)=a(ti) = exp Z teti H(t)dt = eNe : (7:5)We would like the ratio on the left hand side of (7.4) to be of order unity, so that 
idoes not have to be extremely close to one. The right hand side of (7.4) then impliesthat the scale factor must grow by at least Ne ' 60 e-folds during the inationaryepoch. If 
i � 1, this is identical to the condition that our observable universe haveemerged from a region that was causally connected at the onset of ination{thussolving the horizon problem as well.The pleasing feature of ination is that it drives the spatial curvature to zerovia rapid expansion of the spatial hypersurfaces. After ination, the curvature termagain grows in importance, but it has been reset by ination to such a tiny valuethat it is still catching up to the matter term today. In fact, if the universe enters an33



extended inationary period, it is quite plausible that it lasts considerably longerthan the required 60 e-folds of expansion, in which case the spatial curvature termwould still be exponentially small today. In other words, unless Ne is almost exactly60, a su�ciently long period of ination implies that the present universe should beobservationally indistinguishable from being spatially at, i.e., 
0 + �0 = 1.There is a second necessary ingredient for ination to be a viable scenario forthe very early universe. The accelerated expansion not only drives the spatialcurvature to zero, but it also drives the density of matter and radiation to zero.At the end of Ne � 60 e-folds of expansion, the radiation temperature would be atmost Te = Tie�60 which is less than 100 eV if Ti � MP l. This would invalidate theargument in eqn.(7.4), where we assumed Te � MGUT , and, among other things,make it impossible to account for the light element abundances through primordialnucleosynthesis. Thus, a period of accelerated expansion by itself is not enough tosolve the horizon and atness problems: at the end of ination, the energy density inthe uid that drives the inationary expansion must be converted into radiation, torepopulate and reheat the universe. A minimal condition for successful ination isthat the reheat temperature after ination be high enough for the baryon asymmetryto be generated; if baryogenesis takes place at the electroweak scale, this impliesTe > 100 GeV.7.3. Ination: Scalar Field DynamicsIn 1980, Guth49 proposed that a scalar �eld trapped in a `false vacuum' statewith non-zero potential energy could act as the driving force of ination and therebysolve the horizon and atness problems. It is easy to see that this �ts the bill foraccelerated expansion: the energy-momentum components for a classical scalar �eld�(x; t) with potential V (�) arep� = _�22 � (r�)26 � V (�) (7:6)and �� = _�22 + (r�)26 + V (�) : (7:7)If the �eld is trapped in a local minimum �c of the potential, it will relax to a staticcon�guration with p� = ��� = �V (�c) = constant, which satis�es the criterionfor accelerated expansion. In this case, eqn.(2.12) becomes H2 = 8�GV (�c)=3= constant, and the solution is the exponential de Sitter expansion of (3.7). Inother words, a �eld dominated by constant potential energy acts as an e�ectivecosmological constant.While a promising idea, `false vacuum' ination did not satisfactorily incorporatethe second necessary ingredient of reheating: once the �eld is trapped for su�cientlylong in the false vacuum state, it must tunnel through the potential barrier whichheld it there, in order to reach the true vacuum where V (�t) = 0. In this case,34



all the potential energy of the false vacuum ends up in the walls of the nucleatedbubbles of true vacuum, and is not converted into radiation by bubble collisionse�ciently enough. The remedy was soon provided by Linde50 and by Albrechtand Steinhardt51: instead of the �eld being trapped in a metastable minimum ofthe potential, it can be classically evolving on a very at potential if it is initiallydisplaced from the potential minimum. If the potential is su�ciently at, the kineticand potential energy terms in eqns.(7.6-7) will redshift away with the expansion,leaving the potential term to dominate as before. Ination ends when the �eldreaches a steeper part of the potential, the �eld speeds up and eventually oscillatesabout its potential minimum. If � is coupled to lighter particles, these coherent �eldoscillations lead to particle creation and thereby reheat the universe: the scalar �eldenergy is converted to radiation. This `new ination' model thus solves the `gracefulexit' problem of the original false vacuum scenario.In these early ination models, it was assumed that the scalar �eld drivingination, the inaton, was a Higgs �eld associated with the spontaneous breakdownof the grand uni�ed gauge symmetry. The �eld would be initially displaced fromits global minimum by �nite temperature e�ects. It was soon realized, however,that the inaton must be extremely weakly self-coupled in order for its quantumuctuations to generate an acceptable amplitude of density perturbations. SinceHiggs �elds are coupled to gauge �elds, however, radiative corrections typicallygenerate large self-couplings. As a result, the concept of ination was divorcedfrom Higgs �elds and gauge symmetry breaking, and a pandora's box of particlephysics models was opened up. Nevertheless, the di�erent models of ination sharemany common dynamical features, and it is those which I will focus on.To see how ination works in a little more detail, consider the dynamics of theevolving scalar �eld. Within each Hubble volume, (i.e., ignoring spatial gradients)the evolution of the �eld is described by the classical equation of motion for ahomogeneous �eld �(t), �� + 3H _�+ � _�+ V 0(�) = 0 ; (7:8)where � is the decay width of the inaton �eld, a phenomenological term which hasbeen introduced to roughly model the back-reaction e�ects of particle creation andreheating on the scalar �eld. The expansion rate H = _a=a is determined by theFriedmann equation, H2 = 8�3M2P l �V (�) + 12 _�2� ; (7:9)and it is also useful to have the second order Friedmann equation,�aa = � 8�3M2P l h _�2 � V (�)i : (7:10)From (7.10), the condition that the universe be inating, �a > 0, requires that thekinetic energy by sub-dominant, _�2 < V . A su�cient, although not necessary,35



condition for this is that the �eld be slowly rolling (SR) in its potential. In thiscontext, `slowly rolling' is a technical term: the �eld is said to be slowly rollingwhen its motion is overdamped, i.e.,��� 3H _� ; (7:11)so that the �� term can be dropped in the equation of motion (7.8) (we assume� � H during this phase). From (7.8), the de�ning SR condition implies that_�2 � 2V (�); thus, if the SR condition is well satis�ed, the universe is inating.Slow-rollover is analytically convenient, for it implies two consistency conditionson the slope and curvature of the potential:jV 00(�)j <� 9H2 and �����V 0(�)MP lV (�) ����� <� p48� ; (7:12)where the slow-roll equation of motion has been used in the last equality (eqn.(7.8)without the second derivativer term). Suppose ination begins when the �eld valueis �(ti) = �i, and the SR epoch ends when � reaches a value �e, at which one ofthe inequalities (7.12) is violated. To solve the cosmological puzzles, we demandthat the scale factor of the universe inates by at least 60 e-foldings during the SRregime, N(�i; �e) � ln(ae=ai) = Z teti Hdt = �8�MP l2 Z �e�i V (�)V 0(�)d� � 60 : (7:13)Once the potential is chosen, (7.12) determines �e in terms of the parameters in V .The condition (7.13) then constrains the initial value �i of the �eld.Once � grows beyond �e, the SR condition breaks down, and the �eld evolution ismore appropriately described in terms of oscillations about the potential minimum.These coherent oscillations excite the creation of particles to which � is coupled,which in turn damps the oscillations and reheats the universe once the createdparticles thermalize by scattering. By energy conservation, the phenomenologicaldamping term � in the scalar equation of motion{the scalar decay rate{acts as asource for radiation, _�r + 4H�r = � _�2 : (7:14)We can identify two qualitative regimes for reheating: (i) if � > H, reheating isvery e�cient: nearly all the scalar potential energy is converted to particles, leadingto a reheat temperature given by T 4RH ' V (�e); (ii) on the other hand, if � < H,reheating is ine�cient, and the scalar �eld oscillations partially redshift away beforeconverting to particles. In this case, the reheating temperature is lower, and is givenby TRH = (45=4�3g�)1=4q�MP l ; (7:15)where g� is the number of relativistic degrees of freedom. Clearly the reheatinge�ciency is determined by the couplings of the inaton to other �elds. E�cient36



reheating, say, with a reheat temperature high enough to allow baryogenesis atthe GUT scale, TRH � 1014 GeV, requires relatively strong couplings. In manymodels, however, such couplings induce loop corrections to the scalar self-interactionwhich would upset the requisite atness of its potential. As a result, a high reheattemperature is not always possible.7.4. Quantum Fluctuations and Density PerturbationsSoon after the arrival of false vacuum ination, it was appreciated that inationcould in principle52;53 provide one of the holy grails of cosmology: a causal mecha-nism for the origin of density uctuations that later grow to form large-scale struc-ture. The problem can be seen by �rst considering the standard cosmology withoutination: in this case, the physical wavelength associated with a density perturba-tion mode grows with the scale factor, �phys � a(t), while the Hubble length scalesup more rapidly, H�1 � t (recall the current Hubble distance is dh � H�10 = 3000h�1Mpc). Consequently, at a redshift larger than z�, where 1 + z� � (H�10 =�0)2, per-turbations with present scale �0 were larger than the instantaneous Hubble radius,which sets the lengthscale for causal processes. For perturbations on cosmologi-cally interesting scales today, say, �0 � 1 � 3000h�1 Mpc, this implies z� <� 106,or T� <� 100 eV (here, for the sake of simplicity, I have assumed matter-dominatedexpansion throughout; the reader can insert the appropriate radiation-dominatedcorrections to make the numbers more rigorous). In the standard cosmology, how-ever, curvature perturbations cannot be causally generated on scales larger than theinstantaneous Hubble radius, because of local energy conservation. Thus, pertur-bations on scales of galaxies and larger must have been generated by some physicalprocess acting at T <� 100 eV, after these scales crossed inside the Hubble ra-dius. While some work has been done on a `late time phase transition' at such ascale,54 such models do require new physics at surprisingly low energy scales, andhave not been met with overwhelming enthusiasm. Moreover, the resulting CMBRanisotropies in such scenarios may be intolerably large55. If one does not postulate alate-time origin for large-scale perturbations, then they must simply be postulatedas initial conditions, because they could not have had a causal origin at epochsz >� z�. (Note that this argument applies to curvature perturbations; an importantloophole is the early generation of large-scale isocurvature perturbations.)An early epoch of ination alters this situation: during accelerated expansion,the Hubble radius H�1 grows more slowly than the scale factor (in a de Sitter epoch,H�1 is constant). Thus, a perturbation of comoving wavelength � could be createdcausally on a physical scale less than H�1 during ination, expand outside theHubble radius at some time tA(�) during ination, and then eventually `re-enter'the Hubble radius in the recent radiation- or matter-dominated era at a time tB(�).This hypothetical possibility was turned into a physical plausibility when it wasrealized that quantum uctuations of the slowly rolling �eld in new ination couldprovide a mechanism for generating density perturbations56. In a nutshell, onetreats the spatial uctuations of the �eld about its homogeneous classical expec-37



tation value as an approximately massless quantum �eld in de Sitter space; in itsvacuum state, such a �eld has a spectrum of zero-point uctuations, with an rmsamplitude �� = H=2�. These spatial variations in � correspond to uctuations inthe inaton energy density, which are converted into adiabatic density uctuationsin all species during reheating. The resulting density perturbation amplitude whena comoving wavelength � re-enters the Hubble radius is given approximately by ��� !tB(�) '  H2_� !tA(�) : (7:16)It is straightforward to show that scales corresponding to the range from the galaxyscale to the present Hubble radius, �0 = 1�3000h�1Mpc, crossed outside the Hubbleradius in the interval 50 - 60 e-folds before the end of ination. During slow-rollover,the inaton is e�ectively at its terminal velocity, which changes slowly over time;since the period of ten e-folds of the scale factor is brief, the right hand side of(7.16) changes very little over this interval. As a result, the density perturbationamplitude at Hubble radius crossing (tB(�)) is nearly constant.Now, the density perturbation amplitude at Hubble radius crossing is essentiallythe gravitational potential perturbation on that scale, ��� � G�M�=� � G����2 �(��=�)�(�phys=H�1)2, where we have used the Friedmann equation to relate G� �H2. Thus, ination predicts that the gravitational potential uctuations are nearlyindependent of scale, ��� ' constant. Such a scale-invariant spectrum of potentialuctuations was �rst proposed on di�erent grounds by Harrison, Zel'dovich, andPeebles and Yu, ten years before ination. Note that the gravitational potentialalso sets the scale for the large-angle CMBR anisotropy through the Sachs-Wolfee�ect: photons climbing out of deeper potential wells at the time of last scatteringsu�er a larger gravitational redshift, resulting in the temperature shift �T=T =��=3 � (��=�)�=H�1 (this result holds for the Einstein-de Sitter model, 
0 = 1).Considerable excitement was generated when analysis of maps of the CMBR skyfrom the �rst year of COBE DMR data yielded a large-angle anisotropy consistentwith the scale-invariant spectrum3.To get a feel for the result (7.16), I sketch out the steps of the calculation here(for a particularly complete discussion, see57). The idea is to treat small uctuationssemi-classically, by expanding the scalar �eld and metric perturbatively around theirhomogeneous solutions, e.g.,�(x; t) = �o(t) + ��(x; t) ; (7:17)where �o(t) is the classical homogeneous solution to the scalar equation of motion inthe FRW background, eqn.(7.8), and �� is a quantum �eld operator with equal-timecommutation relation[��(x; t); @��(x0 ; t)=@t] = i�3(x� x0)=a3(t) : (7:18)A similar expansion is performed for the metric. It is convenient to consider the38



Fourier transform ��(x; t) = Z d3k(2�)3 hak k(t)eik�x + h:c:i ; (7:19)where ak is the annihilation operator for mode k,  k(t) is the classical mode function,and k = akphys is the (�xed) comoving wavenumber of the mode. We will considerthe power spectrum P�(k) of the �eld, the contribution per logarithmic wavenumberinterval to the variance of the uctuation,h(��)2i = Z dkk P�(k) : (7:20)The power spectrum is proportional to the Fourier transform of the two-point cor-relation function of the �eld in the vacuum,P�(k) = k32�2 Z d3xeik�xh0j��(x)��(0)j0i = k32�2 j kj2 : (7:21)In general the mode equation for  k can be complicated, since it involves coupledscalar and gravitational degrees of freedom. However, at least in the synchronousgauge (�g00 = 0), the term involving metric perturbations can be neglected, yielding� k + 3H _ k + k2a2 k + V 00(�o) k = 0 : (7:22)The slow rollover conditions imply that the potential term in (7.22) is also negligible,reducing the equation of motion to that of a free massless �eld in de Sitter space.The normalized solution is k(t) = 8<: exp(ik R dt=a)p2ka for k=aH � 1constant for k=aH � 1 : (7:23)The mode crosses outside the Hubble radius during ination when �phys = H�1,i.e., when k = aH. The solution (7.23) states that the mode oscillates inside theHubble radius and then freezes out when it crosses outside. This is the mathematicalstatement of the physical intuition that microphysics only operates coherently onscales less than Hubble radius. For modes inside the Hubble radius, from (7.21)and (7.23) the power spectrum can be written P�(k) = (H=2�)2(k=Ha)2. When amode crosses outside the Hubble radius, the rms uctuation on that scale is givenby (��)k=aH = P1=2� (k = aH) = H2� : (7:24)To �nd the resulting density perturbation amplitude, one must solve the per-turbed Einstein equations; due to the gauge freedom in the choice of time coordi-nate, that is, in the way spacetime can be sliced up into spacelike hypersurfaces, one39



chooses a gauge to simplify the problem at hand. It is particularly convenient tomake use of a gauge-invariant measure of the perturbation amplitude for adiabatic(curvature) perturbations, � = 3�+ ��po + �o ; (7:25)where � is an analog of the Newtonian potential that completely speci�es the in-trinsic Ricci curvature of the perturbed 3-surfaces. The variable � is useful becauseit generally satis�es � = constant for perturbations far outside the Hubble radius,k � aH, both during and after ination. Moreover, the potential � is negligibleat Hubble radius crossing, so, de�ning the power spectrum of � by analogy with(7.20), we have ��� !tB(�) � P1=2� (k) = (��)k=aHV 0(�o)_�2 =  3H22� _�!tA(�) ; (7:26)where we have used (7.24) and the slow-roll equation of motion, 3H _� = �V 0(�).This completes the sketch of the derivation of (7.16).Using the slow-roll equation of motion, the perturbation amplitude can be ex-pressed in terms of the height and slope of the potential,P1=2� = p384� V 3=2V 0M3P l : (7:27)A useful way to characterize the scale-dependence of the perturbations is to considerthe density perturbation power spectrum, P�(k) = j�kj2, where �k is the Fouriertransform of ��(x)=��, and we relate di�erent conventions for what is called the`power spectrum' by using the notation P = k3P . The density spectrum can bewritten as a power law in wavenumber, P�(k) � kns , where ns = 1 correspondsto the scale-invariant spectrum, i.e., to P� = constant. (To see this, recall that��� � (��=�)�(�=H�1)2, and that the contribution per logarithmic wavenumberinterval to the rms uctuation on scale � is (��=�)� � k3=2j�kj.) Small deviationsfrom scale-invariance can be expressed in terms of the index ns � 1.One can carry through an argument similar to that above for gravitational waveperturbations in de Sitter space. Expanding the metric about the de Sitter FRWsolution, the tensor modes h+;� satisfy the massless scalar �eld equation (7.22)(with no potential term). De�ning a canonically normalized scalar �eld for eachpolarization state, h+;� = p16�G�+;�, the tensor amplitude at Hubble crossing ishk=Ha ' 2p� HMP l ' V 1=2M2P l : (7:28)The induced Sachs-Wolfe anisotropy on large scales is �T=T � hk=Ha.40



7.5. Chaotic Ination: a worked exampleThe result (7.26) for the perturbation amplitude provides a severe constraint onthe form of the inaton potential. To get a feeling for the numbers, consider oneof the simplest forms for the potential, a pure quartic V (�) = ��4=4!, an exampleof Linde's chaotic ination. In this case, the �eld rolls down to the origin from itsinitial value; the slow roll conditions (7.12) are satis�ed for � > �e = MP l=p2�,and the number of ination e-folds is given by (7.13),Ne(�i; �e) = 2�M2P l ��2i � �2e� = 2��2iM2P l � 1 : (7:29)Thus, the condition of su�cient ination, Ne > 60, requires �i > 3:1MP l, and thedensity perturbation amplitude on the scale of the present Hubble radius isP 1=2� = (��)1=2 �iMP l!3 ' 50�1=2 : (7:30)The perturbation spectrum is almost exactly scale-invariant in this model, ns '0:95, because � changes very little in the interval between 60 and 50 e-folds before theend of ination. The COBE observation of CMBR anisotropy indicates P 1=2� ' 10�4,which implies the inaton self-coupling must satisfy� � 4� 10�12 : (7:31)7.6. Naturalness and the Small Coupling ProblemThe preceding example illustrates a general conclusion that applies to all in-ation models: the inaton �eld must be very weakly self-coupled. In di�erentmodels, this constraint appears in di�erent guises, but it is alway present in oneform or another: the potential must contain a very small dimensionless number oforder 10�12.Attitudes concerning this problem vary widely among ination theorists: it isoften said that �� � 10�12 constitutes unacceptable `�ne tuning', but that is amisapplication of the �ne tuning concept in this context. To others, it is not an issueof great concern, because we know there exist other small numbers in physics, suchas lepton and quark Yukawa couplings gY � 10�5 and the ratio Mweak=MP l � 10�17.Partly as a consequence of the latter view, in recent years, it has become customaryto decouple the inaton completely from particle physics models, to specify an`inaton sector' with the requisite properties, with little regard for its physicalorigin.Nevertheless, it is meaningful and important to ask whether such a small valuefor �� is in principle unnatural. Clearly, the answer depends on the particle physicsmodel within which � is embedded and on one's interpretation of naturalness. A41



small parameter � is said to be \technically natural" if it is protected against largeradiative corrections by a symmetry, i.e., if setting � ! 0 increases the symmetryof the system. For example, in this way, low energy supersymmetry might protectthe small ratio Mweak=MP l by cancelling boson and fermion loops. However, intechnically natural models, the small coupling ��, while stable against radiativecorrections, is itself unexplained, and is generally postulated (i.e., put in by hand)solely in order to generate successful ination. Technical naturalness is a usefulconcept for low energy e�ective Lagrangians, like the electroweak theory and itssupersymmetric extensions, but it points to a more fundamental level of theory forits origin. For example, the underlying origin of the mass hierarchy Mweak=MP l insupersymmetric theories is thought to be associated with hidden sector physics insupergravity theories, which start out with no small dimensionless couplings at thePlanck scale. Since ination takes place relatively close to the Planck scale, it wouldbe preferable to �nd the inaton in such particle physics models which are \stronglynatural", that is, which have no small numbers in the fundamental Lagrangian.In a strongly natural gauge theory, all small dimensionless parameters ulti-mately arise dynamically, e.g., from renormalization group (or instanton) factorslike exp(�1=�), where � is a gauge coupling. In particular, in an asymptoticallyfree theory, the scale M1, at which a logarithmically running coupling constantbecomes unity, is M1 � M2e�1=�, where M2 is the fundamental mass scale in thetheory. In some models, the inaton coupling �� arises from a ratio of mass scales,�� � (M1=M2)q. As a result, in such models, �� is naturally exponentially sup-pressed, �� � e�q=�.One example of a class of such models is `natural ination',58;59 in which the roleof the inaton is played by a pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone-boson (in particle physicsmodels, an example of this is the axion). In its simplest incarnation, consider aglobal U(1) symmetry spontaneously broken at a high-energy scale f by a non-zero expectation value for a complex scalar �eld, the potential for which takes thefamiliar Mexican-hat (or wine bottle) form. At scales much below f , the onlyrelevant degree of freedom is the massless angular variable � around the bottom ofthe potential. At an energy scale � � f , the symmetry is explicitly broken{theMexican-hat is tilted, generating a potential for � which is generally of the formV (�) = �4[1� cos(N�=f)] : (7:32)In axion models, � characterizes the scale at which a running gauge couplingbecomes strong, and is related to the fundamental scale f by � � fe�q�. Forf � MP l � 1019 GeV and � � MGUT � 1015 GeV, this �eld can drive ination; inthis case, the e�ective quartic coupling is �� � (�=f)4 � 10�13, as required. In thestandard model and in typical grand uni�ed theories, the only strong gauge couplingis that of QCD, with �QCD ' 100 MeV. However, in supergravity and superstringmodels, there is a `hidden' gauge sector which interacts only gravitationally withordinary quarks and leptons. It has been suggested that the hidden sector gaugeinteractions become strong at a scale comparable to that above, � � 1014 GeV, inorder to break supersymmetry at the TeV scale in the observable sector.42



An interesting possibility in this case is that the perturbation spectrum candeviate signi�cantly from scale-invariance: the spectral index is given byns ' 1� M2P l8�f2 : (7:33)The constraint that the universe reheat after ination to a temperature TRH >� 100GeV leads to the constraint f=MP l > 0:3, which implies ns >� 0:5, allowing a smallbut signi�cant break from scale-invariance (ns = 1). Contrary to some erroneousstatements in the literature, such a breaking from scale-invariance does not requireany �ne-tuning of the parameters in this model. Arguments from the formationof structure, combined with the COBE observations, at any rate indicate that thespectral index ns >� 0:6� 0:7.8. A Brief Look at Structure FormationLet us �nish with a cursory look at how primordial perturbations, e.g., fromination, end up looking today. As discussed above, the primordial spectrum fromination is generally a power-law in wavenumber, P�(k) = j�k(ti)j2 = Akns, andthe present spectrum is related to the primordial one through a transfer function,j�k(t0)j2 = T 2(k)j�k(ti)j2. The transfer function T (k) encodes the scale-dependenceof the linear (� � 1) gravitational evolution of the perturbation modes; it dependson the nature of the dark matter (hot or cold), its density (
DM) as well as 
B andH0. On scales which enter the Hubble radius after the universe becomes matter-dominated, k � keq ' 0:2
0h2 Mpc�1, all perturbations undergo the same growthrate, so the transfer function T 2(k) ' 1; on smaller scales, k � keq, it bends overto T 2(k) � k�4 as k ! 1, reecting the suppressed growth of uctuations whichcross inside the Hubble radius while the universe is still radiation-dominated. Forstandard cold dark matter (CDM), we have h = 0:5 and assume negligible baryondensity, 
B � 1, 
cold = 1, leading to the characteristic scale keq ' 0:05 Mpc�1. Areasonable analytic �t to the linear transfer function for CDM models is given by60T (k) =  1 + 1:7k
h + 9k3=2(
h)3=2 + k2(
h)2!�1 ; (8:1)(in the approximation 
B = 0, 
 = 
cold). For hot dark matter, on the other hand,in the absence of seed perturbations such as cosmic strings, the transfer function isalso exponentially damped by relativistic neutrino free-streaming for wavenumberslarger than k� ' 0:1(m�=20eV) Mpc�1. Finally, the present density spectrum isrelated to the galaxy power spectrum by a bias prescription; for the simplest linearbias model, Pgal(k) = b2galP�(k) = b2galT 2(k)j�k(ti)j2 : (8:2)As mentioned in Sec. 2, galaxy catalogs such as the CfA, the IRAS 1.2 Jy andQDOT, and the angular APM and EDSGC catalogs, suggest that the spectrum43



Figure 7: The APM galaxy angular correlation function of Fig. 1 is shown with twomodel predictions: standard (
h = 0:5) CDM and a best-�t low-density CDM model(
h = 0:17) (from ref. 62). The upper and lower bracketing curves for each modelindicate the expected 1� � spread due to cosmic variance.predicted in (8.1) and (8.2) with standard CDM (
h = 0:5), linear bias, and ns = 1may not have exactly the right shape to match the observed galaxy spectrum, hav-ing relatively too little (too much) power on large (small) scales. Solutions to thisextra-power problem can be classi�ed according to which element on the right handside of Eqn.(8.2) one tinkers with. In all cases, the aim is to atten the shape of thespectrum at intermediate wavenumbers k � 0:05 h Mpc�1 by increasing the relativepower on these scales compared to smaller wavelengths. For example, as (8.1) indi-cates, one can abandon `standard' CDM and increase the characteristic wavelengthwhere the transfer function T (k) bends down, providing more relative large-scalepower, by reducing 
0 from unity; in the context of ination, this requires eithera special choice of the number of e-folds Ne or the introduction of a cosmologicalconstant to ensure 
0+ �0 = 1. An example of this is shown in Fig. 7, which againshows the APM galaxy angular correlation function plotted against the predictionfor w(�)=(bgal�8)2 (see below) in linear theory for standard and low-density CDM,both with ns = 1. Recall that lowering 
0 also increases the expansion age H0t0.Another recently popular alternative is to employ a mixture of hot and colddark matter, with 
hot ' 1 � 
cold = 0:3; from eqn.(6.21), this can be achievedwith a light neutrino with mass m� ' 7 eV. Due to free-streaming, the neutrinoadmixture partially suppresses power on small scales, which is what is wanted. Athird possibility is to retain standard CDM but consider primordial perturbationspectra with ns < 1 from ination, but it appears that such tilting of the spectrum,44



when normalized to COBE, does not by itself solve the power problem59 withoutviolating other constraints. Alternatively, one can admit a more complex scheme forbiasing in which the bias factor in (8.2) is scale-dependent, bg ! bg(k), and increasesat large scales61;62. Unlike the other �xes, in this case the extra power on large scalesis an optical illusion, a property of the galaxy �eld but not the underlying density�eld. This di�erence leads to qualitatively di�erent behavior of the higher-order(e.g., three-point) galaxy correlation functions, an e�ect which should be testableagainst observations63.Since all ination models predict a deviation from scale-invariance at some level,it is interesting to see what limits on the spectral index ns follow from COBE in thecontext of standard CDM. For these models, the density power spectra form a two-parameter family characterized by the spectral index ns and the normalization A.Instead of A, it is common to normalize spectra by the rms linear mass uctuationin spheres of radius 8 h�1 Mpc, �8 � h(�M=M)2i1=2R=8h�1Mpc, where�2R = 12�2 1Z0 dkk2P (k)W 2(kR) ; (8:3)and the window functionW (kR) = 3(kR)3 (sin kR� kR coskR) (8:4)�lters out the contribution from small scales. Redshift surveys of optically selectedgalaxies (in particular the CfA and APM surveys) indicate that the variance ingalaxy counts on this scale is of order unity. Thus, in a linear bias model (andignoring non-linear gravitational e�ects), the bias factor for these galaxies would bebopt � 1=�8; for other galaxy populations, bgal�8 may di�er from unity.From the Sachs-Wolfe e�ect, for a given normalization and spectral index, wecan calculate the expected large-angle CMBR anisotropy. The rms temperatureuctuation on the scale of 10o observed by COBE, �T (10o) = 1:085�10�5(1�0:169),then yields a relation between them, �8 ' e�2:63(1�ns) [1� 0:2]. Thus, models whichobtain more relative large-scale power by tilting the spectrum to ns < 1 reducethe power on galaxy scales. If �8 <� 0:5, the power on small scales is reduced tothe point that galaxy formation would occur too recently; in the context of thesemodels, this leads to the constraint ns >� 0:6 � 0:7. This bound assumes thatgravitational waves make a negligible contribution to the CMBR signal. Whilethis is a good approximation for models such as natural ination, there are otherination potentials for which the gravity wave contribution to the large-angle CMBRanisotropy becomes appreciable when ns < 1. An example is power law ination,produced by an exponential potential for �: in this case, the relative contributionof the tensor modes compared to the scalar (density perturbation) modes to thelarge-angle anisotropy is R ' 6(1� ns). However, contrary to some statements inthe literature, this relation is not generic to ination, but only holds approximately45



for a restricted class of models. Clearly, for models in which it does apply, the e�ectis to lower the COBE constraint on the perturbation amplitude �8 for �xed ns. Formodels with ns < 1, this makes the epoch of structure formation more recent, andthe corresponding lower bound on ns even tighter. As this subject has become abooming theoretical industry in the last year, I refer the reader to recent issues ofPhysical Review D for more details.AcknowledgementsI would like to thank the TASI organizers, T. Walker, S. Raby, and K. T.Mahanthappa for putting together an enjoyable school, the students for asking goodquestions without throwing anything, and the Chicago Bulls for experimentallyverifying my prediction. This work was supported in part by the DOE and byNASA (grant NAGW-2381) at Fermilab.Appendix A: Notation and UnitsIt is useful to be able to translate back and forth between astronomical unitsand high energy physics units. The fundamental unit of distance in extragalacticastronomy is the parsec (pc): 1 pc = 3.26 light-years = 3:09� 1018 cm. The typicalgalactic scale is measured in kiloparsec (kpc): for example, the solar system isapproximately R0 = 8�8:5 kpc from the center of the Milky Way. The nearest largegalaxy to our own is Andromeda, at a distance of roughly 700 kpc, and the typicaldistance between neighboring large galaxies (outside clusters) is a few Megaparsec(Mpc). Absolute extragalactic distances are uncertain by a factor of order 2, andare usually given in terms of h�1 Mpc, where the Hubble parameter H0 = 100hkm/sec/Mpc, and observations indicate 0:4 < h < 1 (see below). Cosmologicaldistances are often estimated using redshifts via the Hubble law, v = cz = H0d, andso are sometimes expressed in terms of recession velocity: 100 km/sec = 1 h�1 Mpc.Astronomical masses and luminosities are measured in solar units,M� = 1:989�1033gm, L� = 3:86� 1033 erg/sec. Large galaxies commonly have a luminosity of order1010 � 1011L� and mass of order 1011 � 1012M�. In particle physics, it is oftenconvenient to calculate in natural units, in which �h = c = kB = 1. In this case,all dimensionful quantities can be expressed in units of energy, say in GeV; forexample, Length = 1/Energy. At the end of a calculation, to convert an expressionto physical units, insert appropriate powers of �hc = 2� 10�14 GeV cm, and convertlengths to times by dividing by c = 3� 1010 cm/sec. When gravity is involved, usethe Planck mass (energy) MP l = G�1=2 = 1:2� 1019 GeV. Finally, when convertingenergy to temperature (E = kBT ) and vice versa, use 1 eV = 1:16 � 104 K. Togo from particle physics to astronomical units, it is sometimes handy to rememberthat the sun contains about 1057 protons, i.e., 1057 GeV ' 1M�.46
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